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Foreword 
Under contract with the Public Transit Office of the Florida Department of Transportation, the 
Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR) has conducted a performance evaluation of 
Florida's fixed-route transit systems based on data from federally-required National Transit 
Database (NTD, formerly Section 15) reports, which are submitted to the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) for each fiscal year by systems receiving Section 9 funding. NTD reports are 
the best single source of data for reviewing transit system performance because the data are 
standardized, undergo extensive review, and are the result of a substantial data collection and 
reporting process by the transit systems. Some NTD data are used by FTA and by states and 
localities for calculating formulae for the allocation of funding to transit systems. As a result, the 
data are extremely important to transit agencies. 
According to Florida Statute 341.071 (3), each public transit provider in Florida must publish a 
number of performance and productivity measures in its respective local area newspapers each 
year. For this particular task of the Performance Evaluation Study, CUTR collected these 
newspaper articles and/or other published materials for fiscal year 1995 from each transit agency. 
The published data were compared with data from the agencies' individual NTD reports to 
determine if any differences existed between the data reported in these two sources, and potential 
explanations for those differences. 
CUTR would like to thank FOOT and each of the individual transit systems for their cooperation and 
assistance in the preparation of this report. 
Center for Urban Transportation Research 
University of South Florida 
Telephone: (813) 974-3120 
Project Managers: Victoria A. Perk 
Joel R. Rey 
Project Staff: David Gillett 
Florida Department of Transportation 
Office of Public Transportation Operations 
Public Transit Office 
Mail Station 26 
605 Suwannee Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0450 
Telephone: (904) 488-7774 
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I. Introduction 
Rapid growth in Florida has resulted in increased attention to public transit as a potential solution 
to the ever-increasing transportation problems in the state. Along with the increased emphasis on 
public transit comes the necessity to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of transit systems. 
Florida legislation requires the Florida Department of Transportation (FOOT) and Florida's transit 
systems to develop and report performance measures. Specifically, Florida Statute 341.071 (3) 
states: "Each public transit provider shall publish in the local newspaper of its area the productivity 
and performance measures established for the year and a report which provides quantitative data 
relative to the attainment of established productivity and performance measures." It should be 
noted that the statute does not specify the source from which the data to be published should be 
collected. 
Pursuant to Florida Statute 341.071 (3), FOOT has outlined as part of the state block grant program, 
specific requirements for transit performance reporting. These requirements specify, among other 
things, the use of National Transit Database (NTD, formerly Section 15) reported data for the 
published productivity and performance measures. Transit systems are also required to report data 
for the current fiscal year just completed as well as for the prior year, thus resulting in the 
publication of two years' worth of data in the newspaper. These requirements and the state block 
grant procedure are contained in Appendices A and B, respectively. 
This report compares transit systems' published performance measures with those reported in their 
NTD reports to determine how well they have complied with the requirements of Florida Statute 
341.071(3). The articles from the transit systems, as well as any other published materials for 
fiscal year 1995, were collected by CUTR. The published information was compared to the data 
from the individual agencies' FY 1995 NTD reports. The effort found that 18 of the 20 public transit 
providers in Florida did publish an advertisement in a local newspaper detailing performance 
measures for at least FY 1995. Publication dates for the advertisements ranged from March 1996 
to September 1996, with most of the transit systems publishing in April and June 1996. The only 
transit systems that did not publish an advertisement were Indian River County Council on Aging, 
Inc. (IRCCOA) and the Tri-County Commuter Rail Authority (Tri-Rail). Since Tri-Rail is not a block 
grant recipient, it did not need to comply with this directive. Overall, 19 of the 20 systems were 
included for review in this report. 
Tables 1 through 22 present the performance data that each transit agency published in its 
respective local newspaper, as well as the corresponding NTD data. For each indicator and 
measure, the column labeled "Published" notes the data as it appeared in the newspaper 
advertisement. A "DNP" (signifying "did not publish") was used in the cases when a system did 
not publish data for an indicator or measure required by the specifications in FDOT's Block Grant 
Program. The "NTD" column lists the figures for the same indicators and measures drawn directly 
from the validated FY 1994 and FY 1995 Section 15 reports. The last column in each table 
indicates the difference between the published data and the NTD data for each indicator and 
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measure. Included with the table for each transit system is a brief discussion of any differences 
in the data, and the possible sources of those differences. 
It should be pointed out that the NTO data were adjusted, when possible, to include the same 
modes that were contained in the published data for comparative uniformity. For some of the 
systems, different modes were used to calculate each of the indicators or measures, so it was 
necessary to utilize the same modes when the comparable information was extracted from the NTO 
reports. All comparisons were made relative to the validated NTO data, which were assumed to 
be correct. 
CUTR did not investigate the differences beyond what could be deduced from the given data. It 
is possible that reasonable explanations for differences in data could have been identified by 
meeting with agency staff. However, this was beyond the scope of the effort. Nevertheless, in 
some cases, it was necessary to contact several of the systems for clarification purposes. 
II. Findings 
According to FOOT's Public Transit Block Grant Program document, systems are required to 
publish six performance indicators, five effectiveness measures, and eight efficiency measures. 
The specific indicators and measures are shown underlined in Table A-1 of Appendix A. As noted 
previously, it was found that, of the 19 systems reviewed for this study, 18 of them published most 
if not all of the data for the required indicators and measures. 
FOOT also mandates that the required performance indicators and measures are reported for two 
fiscal years: the most current fiscal year just completed, which for this study is FY 1995, and the 
previous fiscal year. All but one of the 18 systems that published advertisements complied with 
this requirement; LYNX Transit in Orlando only published data for the 1995 fiscal year. 
Additionally, only one of the systems that published advertisements did not meet FOOT's 
requirement that each system report the days and hours that its service is available: Sarasota 
County Area Transit. 
Based on the comparative analyses completed for this study, it was shown that several systems 
deviated from NTO data for the same measures. For example, while other data would match the 
NTO report exactly, measures such as the average age of the fleet, revenue miles per total 
vehicles, passenger trips per capita, revenue hours per employee, and passenger trips per 
employee would be somewhat different. 
There were a number of errors and inconsistencies in the published data that seemed to be 
common to several systems. These include: 
4 
• reporting the incorrect indicator: for example, a few systems reported passenger fare 
revenue as operating revenue; 
• including some combination of local, state, and federal subsidies in the calculation of 
operating revenue; 
• rounding differences; 
• using 1996 instead of 1995 as a base year for calculating the average fleet age; 
• utilizing different service area population estimates; 
• utilizing different numbers of employee equivalents (FTEs) or using the number of actual 
employees in place of FTEs; 
• utilizing different numbers of total vehicles or using the number of peak vehicles to 
represent total active fleet; and 
• inconsistency of modes included across all indicators and measures (as well as mixing 
modes in the calculation of effectiveness and efficiency measures). 
A few of the systems seemed to have published certain data whose origin could not be ascertained 
and which may have come from a source other than the NTD report. Overall, however, the transit 
systems did use their NTD reports as a primary source in reporting performance indicators and 
measures in the newspaper advertisement for the interested general public. 
Unfortunately, many of the errors and inconsistencies being made are identical to the same 
problems that were encountered in the last several performance reporting investigations. While 
some systems have improved the accuracy of their published information, it became apparent in 
this version of the analysis that a large number of systems have continued to repeat the same 
mistakes that they have made and that CUTR has reported on previously. 
To ensure the transit system's credibility and a better understanding of the system's performance 
by transit users and other interested citizens, consistency in the reported data across 
advertisements should be encouraged. Such consistency may be achieved through the use of 
validated NTD data and standardized definitions of performance indicators and measures when 
publishing information for the general public. 
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Metro-Dade Transit Agency 
Table 1 outlines the information published in the newspaper by the Metro-Dade Transit Agency 
(MOTA), as well as the corresponding data from its FY 1994 and FY 1995 NTD reports. Unless 
otherwise noted in the table, the data presented are system totals. It should also be noted that 
MOTA indicated in its advertisement that its published FY 1994 statistics do not include data for 
its paratransit broker, COMSIS Corporation, for Medicaid-related services. MOTA provides directly-
operated motorbus (Metrobus), heavy rail (Metrorail), and automated guideway (Metromover) 
services. The system also contracts for motorbus and demand-response service. As required, 
MOTA listed data for FY 1994 and FY 1995. This analysis, however, focuses on FY 1995 data. 
The advertisement analyzed for this investigation appeared in the Miami Herald on March 23, 1996. 
Concerning the performance indicators published by MOTA, the major difference occurred in the 
operating revenue figure. As mentioned above, MOTA indicated that its paratransit broker's data 
were not included in the FY 1995 published information. However, the differences evident in this 
indicator was, apparently, due to the inclusion of these particular data. Interestingly, the published 
efficiency measure of operating revenue per operating expense exactly matched that calculated 
from the NTD information at 36.76 percent. Therefore, MOTA must have used the correct figure 
for operating revenue when computing this particular ratio. 
The other discrepancies noted among the performance indicators were a 59,959 variance in the 
number of passenger trips and a 901,539 difference in the number of revenue miles. While the 
difference between the two ridership values was not significant enough to result in any variation 
between the published operating expense per passenger trip (although it did impact passengertrips 
per capita) and that based on NTD data, the disparity in revenue miles did lead to an understated 
published value for operating expense per revenue mile. The difference in revenue miles also 
affected the efficiency measure revenue miles per total vehicles. The final incongruity among the 
performance indicators was with the number of vehicles operated in maximum service, which was 
published at a figure 26 vehicles greater than that derived from NTD data. No reason could be 
determined for this difference. 
Among the effectiveness measures not discussed thus far, vehicle miles per capita evidenced 
differences between the published and the NTD figures. This discrepancy appears to be due to 
MDT A's use of a value for vehicle miles other than that derived from NTD data. MOTA apparently 
utilized approximately 44,370,000 vehicle miles in the calculation, while the NTD vehicle miles for 
the same modal combination is 43, 180,978. 
The average fleet age published by MOTA differed from the NTO-based value by 0.06. No 
explanation, other than the possibility of rounding differences, could be attributed to this slight 
deviance. Rounding also was the likely factor in the negligible difference between the published 
value for revenue miles between roadcalls (1,450) and that computed from NTD data (1,454). The 
21,799-mile variation in revenue miles between incidents could not be explained, however. 
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The remaining differences among the efficiency measures not already addressed in the previous 
paragraphs were in the two labor productivity measures and the average fare. Regarding labor 
productivity, there were very slight variations in the published figures for revenue hours per 
employee and passenger trips per employee (these measures differed by only 5 and 3, 
respectively). Since it appears that correct NTD data were used in the calculations, the variance 
may be the result of rounding. However, it was not clear why the published average fare per 
passenger trip differed from the NTD value by $0.02. 
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INDICATOR 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 
Revenue Miles 
Route Miles' 
Total Operating Expense 
Operating Revenue 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 
Passenger Trips per Capita 
Average Age of Fleet (years)2 
Revenue Miles Between lncidents2 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls3 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense' 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 
Revenue Hours per Employee2 
Passenger Trips per Employee2 
Average Fare' 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 
Revenue Miles 
Route Miles' 
Total Operating Expense 
Operating Revenue 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 
Passenger Trips per Capita 
Average Age of Fleet (years)2 
Revenue Miles Between lncidents2 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls3 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense' 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 
Revenue Hours per Employee2 
Passenger Trips per Employee2 
Average Fare' 
' excludes paratransit data 
2 excludes purchased motorbus and paratransit 
Table 1 
Metro-Dade Transit Agency 
PUBLISHED 
81,713,030 
39,360,950 
1,581.60 
$195,037,530 
$65,530,928 
821 
24.65 
45.40 
8.20 
21,660 
1,450 
$108,35 
$2.39 
$4.96 
36.76% 
36,110 
860 
33,190 
$0.76 
83,403,330 
48,487,680 
1,562.80 
$204,984,030 
$64,692,470 
1,035 
25.78 
48,07 
8.50 
19,410 
1,580 
$118.15 
$2.46 
$5,06 
35.12% 
32,730 
870 
33,720 
$0.75 
3 excludes purchased motorbus, Metrorail, Metromover, and paratransit 
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NTD DIFFERENCE 
81,653,071 59,959 
38,459,411 901,539 
1,581.60 0 
$195,037,530 $0 
$71,574,916 -$6,043,988 
795 26 
23,99 0.66 
45,36 0.04 
8.26 -0,06 
43,459 -21,799 
1,454 -4 
$108,35 $0 
$2,39 $0 
$5,07 -$0.11 
36.76% 0% 
35,284 826 
865 -5 
33,193 -3 
$0.78 -$0.02 
83,403,328 2 
40,487,683 -3 
1,562.80 0 
$204,984,026 $4 
$64,692,471 -$1 
1,035 0 
25.78 0 
48.07 0 
8,50 0 
19,411 -1 
1,580 0 
$118.15 $0 
$2.46 $0 
$5.06 $0 
35.12% 0% 
32,730 0 
869 
33,717 3 
$0.75 $0 
Broward County Mass Transit Division 
In FY 1995, the Broward County Mass Transit Division (BCT) directly operated fixed-route 
motorbus service and contracted for demand-response service and additional fixed-route service. 
In its newspaper advertisement, BCT reported FY 1994 and FY 1995 data for its directly-operated 
motorbus service only. The advertisement was published in the Miami Herald on March 24, 1996. 
The first discrepancy evident in the FY 1995 data involved BCT's service area population. Although 
it is not a required indicator, BCT listed a population estimate of 1,364, 168. According to a note 
at the bottom of the advertisement, BCT obtained this population figure from the University of 
Florida's Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR). It is not stated in the notation, 
however, that this figure represents the total population of Broward County, as estimated by BEBR. 
The service area population reported by BCT in its FY 1995 NTD report was 1,337,000. The 
measured difference between these estimates had a slight effect on several of the per-capita 
measures that rely on the population variable in their calculations: vehicle miles per capita, 
passenger trips per capita, and operating expense per capita. As a result of this difference, each 
of these measures was slightly underestimated in the published advertisement. 
Further analysis of the data contained in the table shows that, while BCT did utilize NTD data to 
compile its published advertisement, the system repeated most of the miscalculations that were 
made in its previous advertisements as discussed in the first three performance reporting 
investigations. For example, in calculating total route miles, BCT once again did not include 
directional route miles on controlled access right-of-way. As a result, the system incorrectly 
reported 605 miles instead of the 620.6 miles indicated in its NTD report. 
Additionally, BCT again published only its passenger fares, $11,795,514, as operating revenue. 
In addition to these fare revenues, BCT's published operating revenue figure should have included 
the auxiliary transportation funds and non-transportation funds indicated on the Operating Funding 
form (Form 203) of its NTD report. Therefore, while the ratio of operating revenue per operating 
expense is correct given BCT's published operating revenue figure, a small difference of 2.50 
percent when comparing the published figure to that generated from NTD data results from the 
difference in the calculation of operating revenue. 
Also, the published value for revenue miles between incidents, 40,146, was overestimated by 175 
miles. The measure should have been 39,971 revenue miles between incidents. In its calculation, 
BCT must have used a number of incidents other than the 230 reported in its FY 1995 NTD report. 
The last discrepancy in BCT's published data involved the efficiency measures concerning labor 
productivity: revenue hours per employee and passenger trips per employee. Both measures 
were slightly overestimated. This was due to the fact, however, that BCT updated its NTD 
employee data after the advertisement was published in the newspaper. 
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Table 2 
Broward County Mass Transit Division 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Population 1,364,168 1,337,000 27,168 
Passenger Trips 23,377,947 23,377,947 0 
Revenue Miles 9,193,330 9,193,330 0 
Route Miles 605.0 620.6 -15.60 
Total Operating Expense $40,962,100 $40,962,100 $0 
Operating Revenue $11,795,514 $12,822,643 -$1,027,129 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 155 155 0 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per c.;pita 7.31 7.45 -0.14 
Passenger Trips per Capita 17.14 17.48 -0.34 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 8.57 8.57 0 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 40,146 39,971 175 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 4,594 4,594 0 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $30.03 $30.63 -$0.60 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $1.75 $1.75 $0 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $4.46 $4.46 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 28.80% 31.30% -2.50% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 47,145 47,145 0 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,006 985 21 
Passenger Trips per Employee 35,261 34,532 729 
Average Fare $0.50 $0.50 $0 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Population 1,364,168 1,337,000 27,168 
Passenger Trips 22,270,764 22,270,764 0 
Revenue Miles 9,087,180 9,087,180 0 
Route Miles 611.00 624.80 -13.8 
Total Operating Expense $38,785,342 $38,785,342 $0 
Operating Revenue $10,946,951 $11,885,133 -$938,182 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 167 155 12.00 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 7.38 7.39 -.01 
Passenger Trips per Capita 16.63 16.66 -.03 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 7.60 7.60 0 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 15,070 15,070 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 5,289 5,289 0 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $28.97 $29.01 -$0.04 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $1.74 $1.74 $0 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $4.27 $4.27 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 28.22% 30.64% -2.42% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 46,363 46,363 0 
Revenue Hours per Employee 980 980 0 
Passenger Trips per Employee 32,945 32,945 0 
Average Fare $0.49 $0.47 $.02 
10 
Jacksonville Transportation Authority 
Jacksonville Transportation Authority's (JTA) newspaper advertisement that included performance 
measures for the 1993, 1994, and 1995 fiscal years was published in the Florida Times Union on 
June 29, 1996. This particular advertisement included data only for the system's directly-operated 
motorbus service; data for the system's directly-operated automated guideway and purchased 
demand-response service were omitted. Table 3 presents data obtained from the published 
newspaper advertisement for FY 1995 along with the data from JTA's FY 1995 NTD report. 
It is clear from the information contained in Table 3 that the data in the published advertisement 
were taken directly from JTA's NTD report, with only a few differences that resulted mostly from 
calculation discrepancies. Interestingly, there were very negligible differences between the 
published and NTD values for two performance indicators: revenue miles and route miles. These 
indicators were overestimated by only one revenue mile and two route miles, respectively. No 
reason could be found for these minor differences. 
The first notable variance was with operating revenue, which was overreported by $907,402. This 
led to a slight overestimation of the operating revenue per operating expense ratio. Since the NTD 
value for operating revenue includes the automated guideway mode and the advertisement states 
that the published information is for motorbus only, no explanation could be found for this 
difference. 
For the measure revenue miles between incidents, JTA published a figure of 131,668. However, 
according to its NTD data, the value for this measure should have been 53,320. Since the number 
of revenue miles matched the NTD data exactly, the discrepancy was believed to have resulted 
from the use of a different number of incidents in the calculation of this measure. Further analysis 
of the NTD incident data included on JTA's Form 405 revealed that the system utilized only collision 
incidents (49 total) in its calculation, rather than the figure for total incidents (121 total), which 
includes both collision and non-collision occurrences. 
The difference between the published value and the NTD value for the measure revenue miles per 
total vehicles was 725. It was discovered that JTA's calculation was based on 162 total vehicles 
instead of the NTD-reported figure of 165. 
Finally, both the passenger trips per employee and revenue hours per employee measures also 
indicated slight differences (112 trips and 6 hours, respectively) between the published values and 
those in JTA's NTD report. Closer examination of the system's NTD data determined that JTA 
used its actual number of full-time employees (434) instead of the total number of FTEs (436.4) 
when calculating these measures, therefore explaining the differences. 
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Table 3 
Jacksonville Transportation Authority 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 8,845,376 8,845,376 0 
Revenue Miles 6,451,742 6,451,741 
Route Miles 1,165 1,163 2 
Total Operating Expense $21,794,598 $21,794,598 $0 
Operating Revenue $5,899,569 $4,992,167 1 -$907,402 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 137 139 -2 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 9.52 9.52 0 
Passenger Trips per Capita 12.29 12.29 0 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 6.95 6.95 0 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 131,668 53,320 78,348 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 8,568 8,568 0 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $30.28 $30.28 $0 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.46 $2.46 $0 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $3.38 $3.38 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 27.00% 22.90% 4.10% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 39,826 39,101 725 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,088 1,082 6 
Passenger Trips per Employee 20,381 20,269 112 
Average Fare $0.50 $0.50 $0 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 9,356,736 9,356,736 0 
Revenue Miles 6,584,477 6,584,477 0 
Route Miles 1,163.00 1,163.00 0 
Total Operating Expense $21,180,804 $21,180,804 $0 
Operating Revenue $5,008,419 $5,064,112 1 -$55,693 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 137 137 0 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 9.71 9.71 0 
Passenger Trips per Capita 13.17 13.17 0 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 7.50 7.46 0.04 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 126,625 71,570 55,055 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 8,744 8,744 0 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $29.81 $29.81 $0 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.26 $2.26 $0 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $3.22 $3.22 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 24.00% 23.91% 0.09% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 40,645 40,645 0 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,119 1,064 55 
Passenger Trips per Employee 22,120 21,031 1,089 
Average Fare $0.46 $0.46 $0 
' includes data for directly-operated motorbus and automated guideway 
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Hillsborough Area Regional Transit 
The data obtained from Hillsborough Area Regional Transit's (HART) published newspaper 
advertisement as well as the comparative information taken directly from the system's NTD reports 
are shown in Table 4. As required, the advertisement included data for both the 1994 and 1995 
fiscal years. Although HART directly operated or purchased fixed-route motorbus, automated 
guideway, and demand-response service in FY 1995, it was determined that the system's 
published data were for the motorbus mode only. The newspaper advertisement was published 
in La Gaceta on July 12, 1996 and in the Tampa Tribune on July 13, 1996. 
HART's advertisement was, for the most part, developed using the system's NTD data. The most 
notable difference occurred with total operating expense. HART published a figure of $24, 156,397 
for this indicator, an amount $294,190 greater than the NTD value of $23,862,207. After careful 
scrutiny, a reason for the difference could not be found. As would be expected, the discrepancy 
in this particular indicator also affected the following efficiency ratios: operating expense per capita, 
operating expense per passenger trip, operating expense per revenue mile, and operating revenue 
per operating expense. 
From the data illustrated in the table, it is apparent that HART's figure for vehicle miles per capita 
was understated in the advertisement. Since the passenger trips per capita measure corresponded 
to that derived from NTD data (as did the number of passenger trips), examination of this measure 
centered on the numerator, vehicle miles, rather than on the population figure used in the 
computation. Ultimately, it was determined that HART mistakenly used its revenue mile figure for 
this calculation instead of the appropriate value for vehicle miles. This was the same reason for 
the discrepancy in this measure in HART's last two advertisements. 
The average age of HART's fleet was reported in the advertisement to be 10.65 years. However, 
according to the data in the FY 1995 NTD report, the average age of the fleet should have been 
10. 72 years. Analysis of the vehicle inventory data found that HART calculated the average age 
based on its "total" fleet for directly-operated motorbus, that is, all vehicles in its fleet including 
emergency contingency vehicles. For Performance Evaluation Study purposes, a system's 
average fleet age is calculated for only the "active" vehicles within the fleet (i.e., all vehicles 
excluding emergency contingency vehicles). Therefore, HART's emergency contingency fleet of 
five 1983 Flxible motorbuses was the reason for the relatively negligible difference of 0.07 years 
between the published and the NTD-derived average fleet ages. 
To calculate its published value for the revenue miles per total vehicles measure, HART elected 
to use 167 as the number of total vehicles (which, interestingly, was the number of total vehicles 
for FY 1994). However, HART should have utilized the total vehicles available for maximum 
service on Form 406 of the NTD report (174) to represent "total vehicles." Although no reason for 
the use of 167 vehicles could be determined, this is what resulted in the 1,420-mile difference 
between the two values. 
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Finally, the measures of revenue hours per employee and passenger trips per employee were both 
overstated in the published advertisement. It appears that a different value for "total employees," 
other than the number of FTEs reported in the NTD report, was used in these computations. Upon 
closer examination, it was apparent that HART utilized the actual total number of employees (409) 
rather than the total number of FTEs (428) in its calculations. 
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Table4 
Hillsborough Area Regional Transit 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 10,108,735 10,108,735 0 
Revenue Miles 5,894,882 5,894,882 0 
Route Miles 1,467.30 1,467.30 0 
Total Operating Expense $24,156,397 $23,862,207 $294,190 
Operating Revenue $6,054,948 $6,054,948 $0 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 137 137 0 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 6.82 7.81 -0.99 
Passenger Trips per Capita 11.69 11.69 0 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 10.65 10.72 -0.07 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 21,593 21,593 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 2,867 2,867 0 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $27.94 $27.60 $0.34 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.39 $2.36 $0.03 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $4.10 $4.05 $0.05 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 25.00% 25.37% -0.37% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 35,299 33,879 1,420 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,047 1,001 46 
Passenger Trips per Employee 24,716 23,618 1,098 
Average Fare $0.52 $0.52 $0 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 9,896,649 9,896,649 0 
Revenue Miles 5,550,745 5,550,745 0 
Route Miles 1,457.50 1,457.50 0 
Total Operating Expense $26,274,037 $22,977,595 $3,296,442 
Operating Revenue $5,640,592 $5,640,592 $0 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 137 137 0 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 6.66 7.61 -0.95 
Passenger Trips per Capita 11.87 11.87 0 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 9.75 9.71 0.04 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 23,823 23,823 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 1,873 1,873 0 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $31.50 $27.55 $3.95 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.65 $2.32 $0.33 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $4.73 $4.14 $0.59 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 21.00% 24.55% -3.55% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 31,901 33,238 -1,337 
Revenue Hours per Employee 956 934 22 
Passenger Trips per Employee 22,962 22,431 531 
Average Fare $0.51 $0.51 $0 
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Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority 
Tables 5 and 6 display data for the Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority (PSTA). Table 5 presents 
FY 1994 and FY 1995 data from the advertisement published in accordance with Florida Statute 
341. 071 (3); Table 6 includes data from an annual report distributed as an advertising insert that 
PSTA published separately from its NTD data. The published advertisement appeared in the 
Tampa Tribune on August 11, 1996. 
As in its previous advertisements, PSTA used a notational method to differentiate between which 
modes were used in the calculation of each indicator and measure that caused some confusion 
when attempting to decipher the published data for comparison to NTD results. An asterisk was 
utilized to indicate which indicators and/or measures were "system total" in nature, i.e., including 
data for PSTA's directly-operated motorbus, directly-operated demand-response (DART), and 
purchased demand-response services. However, it was not specified which modes were included 
in those figures that did not receive an asterisk. As a result, it was assumed that, for those figures 
not indicating an asterisk, PSTA reported data for directly-operated modes only. 
Table 5 indicates that, although approximately half of the published numbers matched the 
corresponding NTD data, there were several discrepancies. Most of the differences seem to be 
due to the use of system total data for indicators that were not marked with an asterisk as 
representing system total information in the advertisement. 
Among the performance indicators, the only discrepancy was with operating revenue, which was 
published as $5,102,895 in the advertisement. This was somewhat less than the NTD operating 
revenue for the directly-operated modes, which was determined to be $5,188,799. After closer 
study of the data, it was found that PSTA utilized passenger fare revenue for all its modes instead 
of operating revenue ( of which passenger fare revenue is a subset) for the its directly-operated 
modes only. This difference in the operating revenue had a slight effect on the operating revenue 
per operating expense ratio, as well. 
The difference between the average age of the fleet reported in the advertisement and that 
calculated using NTD vehicle inventory data was 1.16 years. Similar to HART, PSTA calculated 
average age for its "total" fleet (all vehicles in fleet including emergency contingency vehicles), 
instead of calculating it for only the "active" fleet vehicles (excluding emergency contingency 
vehicles). This methodological change was responsible for O .16 years of the difference in average 
fleet age. The remaining 1.00 year of difference probably was likely the result of PSTA using 1996 
as a base year to calculate its published average age figure since 1996 was the year during which 
the advertisement was published. Utilizing 1996 instead of 1995 as a base year would result in an 
older fleet by this indicated difference. PSTA made these same errors in computing its average 
fleet age for its last published advertisement. 
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It was also determined that, while the advertisement indicated that the published values for revenue 
miles between incidents and revenue miles between roadcalls were for the directly-operated modes 
only, PSTA evidently utilized revenue miles for all modes in both calculations. In addition, PSTA 
apparently used 72 incidents in its calculation instead of the reported 71. After examining Form 
405 for the motorbus mode, it seems likely that one incident ("associated with lifts") may have been 
double-counted. 
PSTA also overstated the value for revenue miles per total vehicles: the published value was 
30,205 while the figure derived from NTD data was 30,085. It was determined that PSTA's 
calculation was based on 251 total vehicles instead of the reported 252. 
Two other efficiency measures affected by the various changes in PSTA's operating statistics 
included revenue hours per employee and passenger trips per employee. PSTA used 398 
employees in both of these computations instead of the reported 381.6 FTEs. In addition, the 
system included revenue hours and passenger trips for all modes instead of just the directly-
operated modes despite the fact that there was no indication on the advertisement that these two 
measures included system total data. 
The final variance between PSTA's published information and its NTD-derived data was in the 
average fare per passenger trip. While the published average fare only varied from the NTD value 
by $0.01, it was determined that PSTA included purchased demand-response data in this ratio, 
even though this particular measure did not have an asterisk to indicate that it should have been 
a system total calculation. 
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Table 5 
Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority 
Notice Published Pursuant to Florida Statute 341.071 (3) 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips' 8,211,816 8,211,816 0 
Revenue Miles' 7,581,380 7,581,380 0 
Route Miles 1,703 1,703 0 
Total Operating Expense' $26,223, 143 $26,223,143 $0 
Operating Revenue $5,102,895 $5,188,799 -$85,904 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service' 176 176 0 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita' 10.34 10.34 0 
Passenger Trips per Capita' 10.36 10.36 0 
Average Age of Fleet (years)' 6.67 5.51 1.16 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 105,297 94,315 10,982 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 8,250 7,286 964 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita' $33.10 $33.10 $0 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip' $3.19 $3.19 $0 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile' $3.46 $3.46 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 19.00% 20.90% -1.90% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles' 30,205 30,085 120 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,467 1,256 211 
Passenger Trips per Employee 20,633 21,173 -540 
Average Fare $0.62 $0.61 $0.01 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 1 8,264,237 8,272,503 -8,266 
Revenue Miles' 7,485,778 7,545,902 -60,124 
Route Miles 1,703.00 1,703.00 0 
Total Operating Expense' $26,409,204 $26,224,520 $184,684 
Operating Revenue $4,552,835 $4,973,271 -$420,436 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service' 174 174 0 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita' 10.17 10.24 -0.07 
Passenger Trips per Capita' 10.43 10.44 -0.01 
Average Age of Fleet (years)' 7.99 6.84 1.15 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 33,720 42,312 -8,592 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 4,480 3,950 530 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita' $33.33 $33.10 $0.23 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip' $3.20 $3.17 $0.03 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile' $3.53 $3.48 $0.05 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 17.00% 20.00% -3.00% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles' 27,521 27,742 -221 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,210 1,072 138 
Passenger Trips per Employee 17,811 18,756 -945 
Average Fare $0.55 $0.56 -$0.01 
1 includes data for directly-operated motorbus and demand-response service (DART) as well as supplemental DART service purchased from private 
operators. 
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Table 6 presents data from an annual report published by PSTA as an advertising insert. Unlike 
the advertisement published pursuant to Florida Statute 341.071 (3), the annual report only 
contained information on ridership, expenses, and revenues (including subsidies). 
Interestingly, similar to the case for the FY 1993 and FY 1994 data that PSTA reported in its last 
two advertisements and annual report inserts, the passenger trip figure included in the current 
insert did not match the value published by PSTA in its actual performance measure advertisement. 
The figure in the annual report insert actually understates the ridership reported in the published 
advertisement (which was found to match NTD data) by more than 217,000 passenger trips. Also, 
the annual report insert reports a higher operating expense than that in the published 
advertisement (the total operating expense in the published advertisement was equivalent to that 
found in the NTD report). Once again, it is surprising to find that PSTA has chosen to continue to 
publish seemingly disparate data, especially given the confusion that this practice can ultimately 
cause among interested county residents. 
Table 6 
Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority 
1994-1995 Annual Report - Published Advertising Insert 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 7,993,849 8,211,816 
Total Operating Expense $27,087,210 $26,223,143 
Maintenance Expense $4,676,630 $4,831,501 
Total Operating Funding $27,087,210 $26,223, 143 
Federal Operating Assistance $2,543,250 $1,848,076 
State Operating Assistance $3,041,160 $3,017,709 
Local Operating Assistance (Taxes) $15,959,820 $15,959,820 
Passenger Fare Revenue $4,708,530 $5,102,895 
DIFFERENCE 
-217,967 
$864,067 
-$154,871 
$864,067 
$695,174 
$23,451 
$0 
-$394,365 
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LYNX (Orlando) 
Table 7 presents the data from the FY 1995 published newspaper advertisement and 
corresponding NTD data for LYNX in Orlando. LYNX did not, as required, publish FY 1994 data 
along with the FY 1995 information. As a result, the data in the "published" column for 1994 are 
from the advertisement LYNX published in 1995. Unless otherwise noted in the table, LYNX 
reported system total figures for its directly-operated motorbus, purchased demand-response, and 
purchased vanpool services. Although there were some discrepancies present among the FY 1995 
indicators and measures, it was evident that L YNX's data were based on NTD information. L YNX's 
newspaper advertisement was published in the April 18, 1996 issue of the Orlando Sentinel. 
One discrepancy evident among the performance indicators was a $176,687 difference between 
the published figure for total operating expense and that which was derived from L YNX's NTD data. 
It was apparent that LYNX included expenses for "leases and rentals," which is a reconciling item 
that is not included in total operating expense for purposes of the Performance Evaluation Study. 
This difference affected four operating ratios: operating expense per capita, operating expense per 
passenger trip, operating expense per revenue mile, and operating revenue per operating expense. 
The ratio of operating revenue to operating expense was also affected by a variance in operating 
revenue. LYNX published this ratio as 100 percent, while the NTD-derived operating revenue per 
operating expense figure was determined to be 41.21 percent. Clearly, the published value for 
operating revenue added local, state, and federal subsidies to L YNX's actual operating revenue 
to equal a figure of $34,839,319. According to FY 1995 NTD data, operating revenue should have 
equaled $14,284,471. 
L YNX's published average age for its vehicle fleet was also found to differ somewhat from the 
average age value generated using the system's vehicle inventory information (Form 408) in its 
NTD report. The advertisement reported an average age of 5.00 years for the directly-operated 
motorbus fleet, while the NTD data for this measure indicated a lower average age of 3.56 years. 
It could not be determined how the published average age of 5.00 years was calculated; therefore, 
no explanation could be identified for the difference. 
It seems that LYNX used 71 incidents instead of the NTD-based 70 when calculating revenue miles 
between incidents. Similar to PSTA, it is possible that one incident, listed on L YNX's Form 405 of 
its NTD report as "associated with a lift," may have been double-counted. This would account for 
the difference between the published and NTD figures. 
For the two employee productivity efficiency measures (revenue hours per employee and 
passenger trips per employee) , LYNX used the rounded figure of 511 FTEs, whereas the NTD 
computations utilized 511.1 FTEs. This slight difference only affected the passenger trips per 
employee measure by five trips. Rounding also slightly impacted three additional measures: 
vehicles miles per capita, passenger trips per capita, and the average fare per passenger trip. 
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INDICATOR 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 
Revenue Miles 
Route Miles' 
Total Operating Expense 
Operating Revenue 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service' 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 
Passenger Trips per Capita 
Average Age of Fleet (years)' 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents' 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls1 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles' 
Revenue Hours per Employee' 
Passenger Trips per Employee' 
Average Fare 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 
Revenue Miles 
Route Miles' 
Total Operating Expense 
Operating Revenue 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service' 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 
Passenger Trips per Capita 
Average Age of Fleet (years)' 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents' 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls1 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles' 
Revenue Hours per Employee 
Passenger Trips per Employee 
Average Fare' 
1 includes data for directly-operated motorbus only 
Table 7 
LYNX (Orlando) 
PUBLISHED 
14,128,661 
13,650,218 
681 
$34,839,319 
$34,839,319 
144 
12.10 
11.60 
5.00 
119,920 
6,228 
$28.56 
$2.47 
$2.55 
100.00% 
48,104 
1,176 
26,325 
$0.78 
12,458,471 
11,776,441 
653 
$27,787,639 
$27,787,639 
136 
11.10 
10.50 
6.50 
25,124 
5,478 
$23.39 
$2.23 
$2.36 
100.00% 
43,621 
1,528 
23,730 
$0.52 
NTD DIFFERENCE 
14,128,661 0 
13,650,218 0 
681 0 
$34,662,632 $176,687 
$14,284,471 $20,554,848 
144 0 
12.12 -0.02 
11.58 0.02 
3.56 1.44 
121,633 -1,713 
6,228 0 
$28.42 $0.14 
$2.45 $0.02 
$2.54 $0.01 
41.21% 58.79% 
48,104 0 
1,176 0 
26,320 5 
$0.77 $0.01 
12,458,471 0 
11,776,441 0 
653 0 
$27,787,639 $0 
$12,013,118 $15,774,521 
136 0 
11.10 0 
10.49 0.01 
6.65 -0.15 
25,124 0 
5,478 0 
$23.39 $0 
$2.23 $0 
$2.36 $0 
43.23% 56.77% 
43,621 0 
1,826 -298 
28,347 -4,977 
$0.51 $0.01 
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Palm Beach County Transportation Agency 
The Palm Beach County Transportation Agency (Palm Tran) published its newspaper 
advertisement in the Palm Beach Post on June 28, 1996. It was evident that Palm Tran used its 
FY 1995 NTD report as the source of the published information. The data in Table 8 represent 
Palm Tran's directly-operated motorbus mode. 
Of the six performance indicators, only the operating revenue figure indicated any difference 
between Palm Tran's published value and that in its NTD report. The discrepancy of $6,317 was 
found to be due to Palm Tran including passenger fare revenue for its demand-response mode in 
its reported operating revenue total. This fare revenue was retained by the purchased provider of 
this service and should not have been included, especially since the data were supposed to reflect 
Palm Tran's directly-operated motorbus mode only. As a result of the difference in this indicator, 
the operating revenue per operating expense ratio also exhibited a minor variance between the 
published and NTD-based values. 
The three per-capita measures (vehicle miles per capita, passenger trips per capita, and operating 
expense per capita) exhibited evidence of the use of a population figure larger than that published 
in Palm Tran's FY 1995 NTD report. The system reported a service area population of 869,633 
in FY 1995, while BEBR's population estimate for 1995 was 962,800. It seems that Palm Tran 
utilized a population figure of approximately 963,000 when calculating the per-capita measures. 
Another measure that indicated variance between the published and NTD figures was the average 
age of the fleet. The majority of the difference shown in Table 8 for this measure was the result 
of Palm Tran calculating average age for its "total" fleet (all vehicles in fleet including emergency 
contingency vehicles), instead of calculating it for only the "active" vehicles within its fleet 
(excluding emergency contingency vehicles and other inactive vehicles). Based on the vehicle 
inventory information in Palm Tran's NTD report, the average age for the "total" fleet equaled 5.44 
years. Since Palm Tran indicated an average age of 5.40 years in its worksheet, it is anticipated 
that the remaining difference of 0.04 years was due to rounding. 
Interestingly, despite the published information matching the NTD data exactly for total operating 
expense, passenger trips, and revenue miles, the two cost efficiency measures based on these 
particular indicators ( operating expense per passenger trip and operating expense per revenue 
mile) indicated somewhat significant differences. The analysis of these two measures determined 
that, in both cases, Palm Tran utilized an altered operating expense figure (referred to as "net 
operating expense" in the advertisement) in its calculations. Basically, Palm Tran subtracted its 
operating revenue from its total operating expense (thereby resulting in a "net" operating expense) 
prior to dividing by either passenger trips or revenue miles. In effect, by removing its operating 
revenue, Palm Tran was calculating the subsidized cost per trip and per mile for its service. 
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Finally, the remaining variances evident in Palm Tran's published advertisement included revenue 
miles per total vehicles, revenue hours per employee, and passenger trips per employee. For 
revenue miles per total vehicles, Palm Tran, like several other systems, utilized the number of 
active vehicles in its fleet from Form 408 of the NTD report (82) instead of the number of vehicles 
available for maximum service from Form 406 (92). The differences evident in the two employee 
productivity measures were impacted by Palm Tran's use of actual person counts ( 191. 0) in its 
calculations (another relatively common error) instead of FTEs (170.1). 
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Table 8 
Palm Beach County Transportation Agency 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 2,714,615 2,714,615 0 
Revenue Miles 3,054,397 3,054,397 0 
Route Miles 496 496 0 
Total Operating Expense $10,603,321 $10,603,321 0 
Operating Revenue $2,017,399 $2,011,082 $6,317 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 58 58 0 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 3.59 3.98 -0.39 
Passenger Trips per Capita 2.82 3.12 -0.30 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 5.40 5.15 0.25 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 46,279 46,279 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 2,915 2,915 0 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $11.01 $12.19 -$1.18 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $3.16 $3.91 -$0.75 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.81 $3.47 -$0.66 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 19.00% 18.97% 0.03% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 37,249 33,200 4,049 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,029 1,156 -127 
Passenger Trips per Employee 14,213 15,959 -1,746 
Average Fare $0.61 $0.61 $0 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 2,714,615 2,714,615 0 
Revenue Miles 2,896,665 2,896,665 0 
Route Miles 487.70 487.70 0 
Total Operating Expense $10,126,820 $10,126,820 0 
Operating Revenue $1,979,959 $1,979,821 $138 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 57 57 0 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 3.55 3.82 -0.27 
Passenger Trips per Capita 2.90 3.12 -0.22 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 8.00 7.27 0.73 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 96,556 96,556 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 3,233 3,233 0 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $10.81 $11.64 -$0.83 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $3.00 $3.73 -$0.73 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.81 $3.50 -$0.69 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 20.00% 19.55% 0.45% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 40,798 40,798 0 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,103 1,246 -143 
Passenger Trips per Employee 15,165 17,127 -1,962 
Average Fare $0.62 $0.53 $0.09 
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Tallahassee Transit 
Tallahassee Transit (TALTRAN) provided information for both FY 1994 and FY 1995, as required, 
in a newspaper advertisement that appeared in the Tallahassee Democrat on September 30, 1996. 
TALTRAN's published data is presented along with corresponding data gathered from the system's 
FY 1995 NTD report in Table 9. In a note at the bottom of the advertisement, TALTRAN stated that 
the published data was for its "basic system only." As was the case in the last two performance 
reporting investigations, it was determined that this phrase referred solely to TAL TRAN's directly-
operated motorbus service. 
While only 7 discrepancies were evident between the published information and NTD data in the 
last investigation, 14 variances among the 19 total indicators were apparent in this year's 
investigation. Also, as with its last published advertisement, the system elected to report revised 
FY 1994 figures to reflect updates to that fiscal year's NTD data. 
Analysis of the FY 1995 data found that four of the six published performance indicators differed 
from the corresponding NTD data. For three of these indicators (revenue miles, route miles, and 
vehicles operated in maximum service), no explanation could be found for the differences. Table 
9 shows that TALTRAN overestimated revenue miles by 400, under reported route miles by 3.20, 
and listed five fewer vehicles operated in maximum service that was reported in NTD information. 
For operating revenue, similar to the case for Palm Tran, it was determined that the $159,571 
difference in this indicator likely resulted from the inclusion of fare revenue that was retained by 
TALTRAN's directly-operated demand-response service provider (despite the fact that the 
published data were supposed to reflect TALTRAN's directly-operated motorbus mode only). 
However, this could not be determined conclusively since, given the data provided on Form 203 
of the NTD report, such information could not be extracted. As a result of the difference in this 
indicator, the operating revenue per operating expense ratio also indicated a slight variance 
between the published and NTD-derived values. 
In the effectiveness measure category, both average age of fleet and revenue miles between 
roadcalls exhibited negligible differences when compared to NTD data. It was assumed that these 
insignificant variances were the result of rounding error since no other reason for the differences 
could be identified. Similarly, rounding also appeared to be the cause of the $0.01 difference in 
the operating expense per passenger trip measure, especially since the two published performance 
indicators used to calculate this ratio matched the NTD data exactly. 
There was only a 0.07 difference between the published average fleet age and that derived from 
the NTD report. It was surmised that this disparity was likely the result of rounding differences. 
Inconsistencies were noted in two other effectiveness measures: revenue miles between incidents 
and revenue miles between roadcalls. Apparently, TALTRAN utilized 59 incidents in its calculation 
rather than the reported 58 incidents. As with PSTA and LYNX, it is possible that one of the 
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incidents listed on Form 405 of TAL TRAN's NTD report that was listed as "associated with a lift" 
was double-counted in the total number of incidents. For revenue miles between roadcalls, 
TAL TRAN used 498 roadcalls instead of the 98 noted in its NTD report when computing the value 
for this measure. 
It is evident in Table 9 that TALTRAN's revenue miles per total vehicles measure differed from the 
corresponding NTD ratio by 11,310 miles, a relatively significant amount. The reason for the 
incongruity in this measure was that TALTRAN, as with its fast published advertisement, used the 
number of vehicles operated in maximum service from the advertisement (39) to represent "total 
vehicles" in the calculation. For purposes of the Performance Evaluation Study, the "total vehicles" 
portion of this ratio should have utilized the total number of vehicles available for maximum service 
as reported on Form 406 of the NTD report (55). 
The two published labor productivity measures, revenue hours per employee and passenger trips 
per employee, also exhibited deviations from the NTD-derived data. After closer scrutiny of the 
information, it was determined that TAL TRAN used the actual person-count for full-time employees 
(111) rather than the total FTEs (132.9) when calculating these measures. 
Finally, TALTRAN reported an average fare per passenger trip ratio of $0.53 in its advertisement. 
Utilizing NTD data, this measure was determined to be $0.56 by dividing total passenger fare 
revenues by total passenger trips for the motorbus mode. Since the passenger trip figure was 
identical for both the published and the NTD-reported data, it can only be assumed that a different 
fare revenue figure was used in the calculation. Although it cannot be verified with the available 
information, it is possible that, since fare revenue for the directly-operated demand response mode 
cannot be separated from that for motorbus in the NTD report, this is the reason behind the 
disparity. 
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INDICATOR 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 
Revenue Miles 
Route Miles 
Total Operating Expense 
Operating Revenue 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 
Passenger Trips per Capita 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 
Revenue Hours per Employee 
Passenger Trips per Employee 
Average Fare 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 
Revenue Miles 
Route Miles 
Total Operating Expense 
Operating Revenue 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 
Passenger Trips per Capita 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 
Revenue Hours per Employee 
Passenger Trips per Employee 
Average Fare 
Table 9 
Tallahassee Transit 
PUBLISHED 
3,614,159 
1,516,518 
196.10 
$6,280,199 
$1,923,786 
39 
11.06 
26.37 
5.60 
25,698 
3,044 
$45.82 
$1.73 
$4.14 
31.00% 
38,876 
1,185 
32,560 
$0.53 
3,465,043 
1,489,300 
195.20 
$6,043,304 
$1,679,230 
37 
11.14 
25.91 
8.30 
35,460 
2,708 
$45.19 
$1.74 
$4.06 
28.00% 
40,251 
1,175 
31,500 
$0.48 
NTD DIFFERENCE 
3,614,159 0 
1,516,118 400 
199.30 -3.20 
$6,280,199 $0 
$2,083,357 -$159,571 
44 -5 
11.80 -0.74 
26.37 0 
5.67 -0.07 
26,140 -442 
15,470 -12,426 
$45.82 $0 
$1.74 -$0.01 
$4.14 $0 
33.17% -2.17% 
27,566 11,310 
990 195 
27,194 5,366 
$0.56 -$0.03 
3,526,002 -60,959 
1,489,300 0 
195.20 0 
$6,043,304 $0 
$1,853,675 -$174,445 
42 -5 
11.88 -0.74 
26.37 -0.46 
8.34 -0.04 
35,460 0 
2,708 0 
$45.19 $0 
$1.71 $0.03 
$4.06 $0 
30.67% -2.67% 
27,078 13,173 
974 201 
26,571 4,929 
$0.51 -$0.03 
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Regional Transit System (Gainesville) 
The Gainesville Regional Transit System (RTS) published its newspaper advertisement in the 
Gainesville Sun on June 6, 1996, and reported data on its directly-operated motorbus service for 
FY 1994 and FY 1995, as required. The system updated several of the measures for FY 1994 
which had previously matched NTD data in the last published advertisement (which was prepared 
by CUTR). Now, as Table 1 O shows, there are inconsistencies among 10 of the measures listed 
for FY 1994. The nature of the changes to the published 1994 data was not able to be determined. 
For the FY 1995 data, the first apparent disparity concerned the number of route miles. It is clear 
that RTS inadvertently multiplied its route miles by 1,000; the published figure should have been 
266.9 miles instead of 266,900. 
Two additional differences among the performance indicators were noted in total operating expense 
and operating revenue. Both indicators were somewhat understated in the published 
advertisement. However, this was due to the fact that RTS published data from its preliminary FY 
1995 NTD report in its ad. In an NTD revision dated June 5, 1996 Oust one day before the 
advertisement appeared in the newspaper), total operating expense was updated. Also, operating 
revenue was later changed to include $19,019·(the difference between the published and NTD-
derived figures) in auxiliary transportation funds. These variances affected the four cost efficiency 
ratios typically published in the newspaper: operating expense per capita, operating expense per 
passenger trip, operating expense per revenue mile, and operating revenue per operating expense. 
Only two published effectiveness measures varied from their NTD-based counterparts. The first 
was the average age of the fleet, and the 0.53 difference could not be reconciled from the available 
information. Second, when calculating revenue miles between incidents, RTS evidently utilized 91 
incidents, which was the figure reported in its preliminary FY 1995 NTD report. RTS later updated 
its reported value to 55 incidents. 
RTS overreported the revenue miles per total vehicles efficiency measure by 15,368 miles. This 
was the result of the system using the reported number of vehicles operated in maximum service 
(31) to represent "total vehicles" instead of utilizing the number of vehicles available for maximum 
service (47) when computing this measure. This has proven to be a common error among the 
transit systems when preparing their respective newspaper advertisements. 
Concerning the two labor productivity measures, RTS seems to have used 61.9 employees when 
calculating the number of revenue hours per employee instead of the NTD-derived 73.8 FTEs. 
However, it is not certain that this was the only variable influencing the 180-hour difference 
between the published and NTD figures: RTS may have utilized a number of revenue hours in the 
calculation other than that listed in the NTD report. Finally, RTS did not publish a value for the 
number of passenger trips per employee as required. This efficiency measure should have been 
published as 27,743 passenger trips per employee. 
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Table 10 
Regional Transit System (Gainesville) 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Population 184,000 184,000 0 
Passenger Trips 2,047,467 2,047,467 0 
Revenue Miles 1,399,500 1,399,500 0 
Route Miles 266,900 266.9 n/a 
Total Operating Expense $4,072,842 $4,089,013 -$16,171 
Operating Revenue $1,463,150 $1,482,169 -$19,019 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 31 31 0 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 7.69 7.69 0 
Passenger Trips per Capita 11.13 11.13 0 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 5.70 6.23 -0.53 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 15,379 25,445 -10,066 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 2,451 2,451 0 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $22.14 $22.22 -$0.08 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $1.99 $2.00 -$0.01 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.91 $2.92 -$0.01 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 35.92% 36.25% -0.33% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 45,145 29,777 15,368 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,120 940 180 
Passenger Trips per Employee DNP 27,743 nla 
Average Fare $0.71 $0.71 $0 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Population 184,000 184,000 0 
Passenger Trips 2,370,197 2,370,197 0 
Revenue Miles 1,409,584 1,409,584 0 
Route Miles 266,900 266.90 nla 
Total Operating Expense $3,212,733 $3,521,432 -$308,699 
Operating Revenue $1,405,949 $1,935,203 -$529,254 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 30 30 0 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 7.74 7.74 0 
Passenger Trips per Capita 12.88 12.88 0 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 6.10 6.10 0 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 50,342 46,986 3,356 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 1,857 2,373 -516 
I 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $17.46 $19.14 -$1.68 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $1.36 $1.49 -$0.13 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.28 $2.50 -$0.22 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 43.76% 54.96% -11.20% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 32,781 32,781 0 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,059 1,016 43 
Passenger Trips per Employee DNP 34,451 n/a 
Average Fare $0.57 $0.58 -$0.01 
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Volusia County dba VOTRAN 
The FY 1994 and FY 1995 data for Volusia County dba VOTRAN are illustrated in Table 11. It is 
clear that the information published in VOTRAN's newspaper advertisement was indeed compiled 
from the system's FY 1995 NTD report, as was indicated in the advertisement's notation for the 
data's source. In addition, this notation indicated that the reported information was for the system's 
directly-operated motorbus service only, although VOTRAN also directly operated as well as 
purchased demand-response service during the 1995 fiscal year. The published advertisement 
appeared in the Daytona Beach News-Journal on April 16, 1996. 
Fewer discrepancies between the published information and NTD data were evident in this year's 
investigation compared to the previous investigation. Only one difference occurred among the 
performance indicators: a $3,437,023 overstatement of the operating revenue. It was determined 
that this disparity was due to the fact that VOTRAN included the directly-operated motorbus share 
of the federal, state, and local subsidies in this figure. Such subsidies are not included in the 
operating revenue for purposes of the Performance Evaluation Study. The significant difference 
in operating revenue also affected the operating revenue per operating expense ratio, which was 
published as 100 percent. This ratio should have been listed as 65.69 percent. 
One of two effectiveness measures exhibiting a difference between the published and NTD values 
is the average age of the fleet. VOTRAN published this measure as 8.36 years, while NTD 
information indicates that the average age should have been reported as 8.21 years. After a closer 
examination of the data, it could not be determined how VOTRAN arrived at its published figure. 
An additional effectiveness measure, revenue miles between roadcalls, was over reported by 1,427 
miles. VOTRAN evidently included only those roadcalls for mechanical reasons (323) and failed 
to account for roadcalls for "other reasons" (94) in its calculation. 
The only two published efficiency measures with inconsistencies not already discussed (the reason 
for the disparity in the operating revenue per operating expense ratio was addressed previously) 
were the labor productivity measures; revenue hours per employee and passenger trips per 
employee. VOTRAN did use FTEs in its computations of these measures; however, the total FTE 
figure of 121.7 was rounded up to 122 for the calculations, thereby resulting in the relatively 
insignificant differences noted in the table. 
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Table 11 
Volusia County dba VOTRAN 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Population 396,631 396,631 0 
Passenger Trips 3,522,123 3,522,123 0 
Revenue Miles 2,044,547 2,044,547 0 
Route Miles 392.80 392.80 0 
Total Operating Expense $5,232,421 $5,232,421 $0 
Operating Revenue $5,232,421 $1,795,398 $3,437,023 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 36 36 0 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 5.61 5.61 0 
Passenger Trips per Capita 8.88 8.88 0 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 8.36 8.21 ci.15 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 292,078 292,078 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 6,330 4,903 1,427 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $13.19 $13.19 $0 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $1.49 $1.49 $0 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.56 $2.56 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 100.00% 34.31% 65.69% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 38,576 38,576 0 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,055 1,058 -3 
Passenger Trips per Employee 28,870 28,941 -71 
Average Fare $0.36 $0.36 $0 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Population 390,066 390,066 0 
Passenger Trips 3,173,096 3,173,096 0 
Revenue Miles 1,546,634 1,564,634 0 
Route Miles 275.00 275.40 -0.40 
Total Operating Expense $5,440,667 $4,905,530 $535,137 
Operating Revenue $5,440,667 $1,518,437 $3,922,230 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 28 28 0 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 4.33 4.33 0 
Passenger Trips per Capita 8.10 8.13 -0.03 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 10.90 9.95 0.95 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 156,463 156,463 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 5,816 5,816 0 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $13.95 $12.58 $1.37 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $1.71 $1.54 $0.17 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $3.48 $3.14 $0.34 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 100.00% 30.95% 69.05% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 55,880 42,287 13,593 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,032 1,032 0 
Passenger Trips per Employee 29,745 29,738 7 
Average Fare $0.28 $0.30 -$0.02 
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Escambia County Area Transit 
Escambia County Area Transit (ECA T) reported FY 1994 and FY 1995 data for its directly-operated 
motorbus and purchased demand-response services in its newspaper advertisement. The modal 
data were listed separately within the advertisement. The indicators and measures for ECA T's 
fixed-route motorbus service are presented in Table 12 while Table 13 displays the demand-
response data. The advertisement appeared in the Pensacola News Journal on April 11, 1996. 
While it is evident that the published data for the motorbus mode were based on ECA T's FY 1995 
NTD report, there were several inconsistencies discovered between the published and NTD-based 
information. For example, ECAT published 245.00 route miles when its FY 1995 NTD report 
indicates 244. 70 route miles. However, this slight variation was likely due to rounding differences. 
Two other published performance measures that did not match NTD data were total operating 
expense and operating revenue. Regarding operating expense, it is apparent that ECA T included 
the reconciling item "leases and rentals" in its calculation of this indicator. However, this item is 
not used when calculating total operating expense for purposes of the Performance Evaluation 
Study. In addition, ECAT counted only its passenger fare revenue when computing operating 
revenue. As has been mentioned previously, for NTD purposes, operating revenue should include 
passenger fare revenue as well as auxiliary transportation funds and non-transportation funds. 
These variances led to differences in four published efficiency measures: operating expense per 
capita, operating expense per passenger trip, operating expense per revenue mile, and operating 
revenue per operating expense. 
The $0.22 disparity in the operating expense per capita measure could be due not only to the 
difference in operating expense, but also to the use of a population figure other than that reported 
in ECA T's NTD report as the service area population. While the service area population did not 
appear in ECA T's advertisement and is not required for publication, it is utilized in the calculation 
of three required measures (vehicle miles per capita, passenger trips per capita, and operating 
expense per capita). Based on ECA T's published per-capita ratios, it was determined that the 
system used a population of approximately 277,000 in its computations (perhaps a figure 
representing total county population). According to NTD data, however, ECAT's service area 
population should have been 272,240. This difference in population resulted in overstatements of 
all three per-capita measures. Further, it should be noted that the variance in the vehicle miles per 
capita measure was also affected by the fact that ECA T mistakenly used revenue miles in the 
calculation instead of vehicle miles. These errors were also uncovered in the last performance 
reporting investigation. 
In calculating its average fleet age, ECAT excluded four motorbus vehicles. The system published 
an average fleet age of 13.55 years instead of the NTD-derived 13.27 years. One other published 
effectiveness measure that differed from the NTD data was revenue miles between incidents. In 
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Table 12 
Escambia County Area Transit 
Data for Fixed-Route Motorbus Service 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 1,455,683 1,455,683 
Revenue Miles 1,025,802 1,025,802 
Route Miles 245.00 244.70 
Total Operating Expense $3,478,789 $3,389,853 
Operating Revenue $680,159 $785,070 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 26 26 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 3.70 3.87 
Passenger Trips per Capita 5.25 5.30 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 13.55 13.27 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 128,225 56,989 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 21,826 21,826 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $12.56 $12.34 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.39 $2.33 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $3.39 $3.30 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 19.55% 23.16% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 31,085 30,171 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,103 1,208 
Passenger Trips per Employee 21,727 23,786 
Average Fare $0.47 $0.47 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 1,323,390 1,323,390 
Revenue Miles 999,700 999,700 
Route Miles 245.00 244.70 
Total Operating Expense $3,463,861 $3,234,602 
Operating Revenue $670,502 $786,474 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 23 23 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 3.70 3.82 
Passenger Trips per Capita 4.90 4.86 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 12.55 12.55 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 43,465 43,465 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 27,019 27,019 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $12.83 $11.88 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.62 $2.44 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $3.46 $3.24 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 19.60% 24.31% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 34,472 34,472 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,054 1,191 
Passenger Trips per Employee 19,462 21,983 
Average Fare $0.51 $0.51 
DIFFERENCE 
0 
0 
0.30 
$88,936 
-$104,911 
0 
-0.17 
-0.05 
0.28 
71,236 
0 
$0.22 
$0.06 
$0.09 
-3.61% 
914.00 
-105 
-2,059 
$0 
0 
0 
0.30 
$229,259 
-$115,972 
0 
-0.12 
0.04 
0 
0 
0 
$0.95 
$0.18 
$0.22 
-4.71% 
0 
-137 
-2,521 
$0 
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determining this measure, EGAT included only collision incidents (8 total): the 10 non-collision 
incidents were omitted. 
The 914-mile difference between the published and NTD-based measure for revenue miles per 
total vehicles was due to EGAT utilizing 33 "total" vehicles from Form 408 of its NTD report rather 
than the 34 vehicles reported as available for maximum service on Form 406. 
The last two differences evident between published and NTD data involved the employee 
productivity measures: revenue hours per employee and passenger trips per employee. As in the 
last investigation, it was determined from the data that these differences were due to EGA T's use 
of actual person counts (67 .0) in its calculations instead of total FTEs (61.2). 
As evidenced in Table 13, due to the unavailability of certain purchased demand-response data, 
fewer indicators and measures were published for this particular mode. Nonetheless, as with the 
motorbus mode, the demand-response information originated from EGA T's FY 1995 NTD report. 
This was especially apparent due to the fact that only 4 of the 13 published demand-response 
figures differed at all from their corresponding NTD values. Moreover, the variance in the service 
area population estimate noted in the discussion of the motorbus data discrepancies was the 
reason for three of the demand-response data differences (vehicles miles per capita, passenger 
trips per capita, and operating expense per capita). 
The final difference discovered among the published demand-response data involved the average 
age of the fleet. The reason for the 4.12-year differential between published and NTD-derived 
average fleet age data, however, could not be readily identified with the available information. 
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INDICATOR 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 
Revenue Miles 
Total Operating Expense 
Operating Revenue 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 
Passenger Trips per Capita 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile 
Table 13 
Escambia County Area Transit 
Data for Demand-Response Service 
PUBLISHED 
29,878 
220,129 
$290,910 
$58,944 
8 
0.79 
0.11 
11.00 
$1.05 
$9.74 
$1.32 
NTD 
29,878 
220,129 
$290,910 
$58,944 
8 
0.81 
0.11 
6.88 
$1.06 
$9.74 
$1.32 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 20.26% 20.26% 
Average Fare 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 
Revenue Miles 
Total Operating Expense 
Operating Revenue 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 
Passenger Trips per Capita 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 
Average Fare 
$1.97 
26,418 
215,954 
$229,259 
$50,394 
8 
0.80 
0.10 
10.00 
$0.85 
$8.68 
$1.06 
21.98% 
$1.91 
$1.97 
26,418 
216,719 
$229,259 
$50,394 
8 
0.80 
0.10 
8.00 
$0.84 
$8.68 
$1.06 
21.98% 
$1.91 
DIFFERENCE 
0 
0 
$0 
$0 
0 
-0.02 
0 
4.12 
-$0.01 
$0 
$0 
0% 
$0 
0 
-765 
$0 
$0 
0 
0 
0 
2.00 
$0.01 
$0 
$0 
0% 
$0 
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Lee County Transit 
In FY 1995, Lee County Transit (LeeTran) directly operated fixed-route motorbus service and 
contracted for demand-response service as well as for additional motorbus service. While the 
system's newspaper advertisement did not specifically indicate for which mode(s) the data were 
published, it was obvious that LeeTran published information for its directly-operated and 
purchased motorbus modes only. The advertisement, which included data for both FY 1994 and 
FY 1995, appeared in the Fort Myers News-Press on May 8, 1996. The data forthe.1995 fiscal 
year were, for the most part, taken directly from the system's NTD report. 
The first difference evident in Table 14 involved passenger trips. The published value for this 
indicator only varied by 17 trips from the NTD figure. It is possible that LeeTran revised its 
ridership totals after the publication of the advertisement. This slight deviation in ridership impacted 
the efficiency measure passenger trips per employee by three trips. Also, the negligible 0.5 mile 
difference in route miles was attributed to the rounding down of the published figure, which 
appeared in the advertisement as "392." 
Discrepancies also existed with total operating expense and operating revenue. Concerning 
operating expense, Lee Tran made an error common to many of the other systems analyzed in this 
investigation when it included "leases and rentals," a reconciling item, in its calculation. As 
discussed previously, this reconciling item is not a part of total operating expense for purposes of 
the Performance Evaluation Study. This difference in operating expense resulted in negligible 
overestimates of operating expense per capita and operating expense per passenger trip. As for 
the operating revenue variance of $71,298, it was determined that, as in its last advertisement, 
Lee Tran mistakenly included fare revenue that was retained by its purchased demand-response 
service provider in the total. This, along with the difference in total operating expense, produced 
the discrepancy that occurred in the operating revenue per operating expense ratio. 
Finally, the difference between the average age of the fleet reported in the advertisement and that 
derived using directly-operated motorbus data from Form 408 of the NTD report was found to be 
0.41 years. Various computations were made using vehicle age data for different modal 
combinations in an effort to determine potential reason(s) for this difference. However, Lee Tran's 
published average fleet age value of 7.59 years could not be reproduced; therefore, it was not 
possible to identify why this variance occurred. 
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Table 14 
Lee County Transit 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Population 367,433 367,433 0 
Passenger Trips 1,618,991 1,619,008 -17 
Revenue Miles 1,671,125 1,671,125 0 
Route Miles 392.00 392.50 -0.50 
Total Operating Expense $3,846,204 $3,842,515 $3,689 
Operating Revenue $1,024,220 $952,922 $71,298 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 28 28 0 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 4.88 4.88 0 
Passenger Trips per Capita 4.41 4.41 0 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 7.59 7.18 0.41 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 151,920 151,920 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 7,809 7,809 0 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $10.47 $10.46 $0.01 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.38 $2.37 $0.01 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.30 $2.30 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 26.63% 24.80% 1.83% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 42,849 42,849 0 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,255 1,255 0 
Passenger Trips per Employee 21,705 21,702 3 
Average Fare $0.44 $0.44 $0 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Population 367,410 350,809 16,601 
Passenger Trips 1,787,693 1,780,308 -7,385 
Revenue Miles 1,681,358 1,681,358 0 
Route Miles 377.00 377.30 -0.30 
Total Operating Expense $3,575,535 $3,575,535 $0 
Operating Revenue $775,393 $736,421 $38,972 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 30 30 0 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 4.91 5.14 -0.23 
Passenger Trips per Capita 4.87 5.07 -0.20 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 8.88 8.19 0.69 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 67,254 67,254 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 9,088 9,088 0 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $9.73 $10.19 -$0.46 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.00 $2.01 -$0.01 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.13 $2.13 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 21.69% 20.60% 1.09% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 45,442 45,442 0 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,284 1,284 0 
Passenger Trips per Employee 24,663 24,556 107 
Average Fare $0.35 $0.35 $0 
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Sarasota County Area Transit 
Sarasota County Area Transit (SCAT) used its NTD reports for the fiscal years 1991 through 1995 
to report the required indicators and measures in its newspaper advertisement. The data for FY 
1994 and FY 1995 are displayed in Table 15. In the advertisement, which was published in the 
June 27, 1996, edition of the Sarasota Herald-Tribune, SCAT outlined information pertaining to its 
directly-operated motorbus service (this fact was not specifically noted in SCA T's advertisement, 
but was determined after an examination of the data). As usual, SCAT again published 
considerably more information in its advertisement than is required by FOOT. 
As in its last two advertisements, SCAT reported Sarasota County's total population (301,528) for 
FY 1995, instead of the system's service area population (238,210). This population difference 
affected SCA T's three per-capita measures (vehicle miles per capita, passenger trips per capita, 
and operating expense per capita), which were all significantly understated in the published 
information. 
Two other inconsistencies were apparent among the published performance indicators. First, 
SCAT reported 10 fewer revenue miles than that found in the NTD data (1,342,889 versus 
1,342,899). The possibility exists that this error was the result of a typographical error. Second, 
SCAT reported the total operating expense from its preliminary FY 1995 NTD report ($3,339,218). 
This figure was later revised to $3,309,138. As a result of the difference in total operating expense, 
four efficiency measures were affected: operating expense per capita (also impacted by the 
variance in the reported population}, operating expense per passenger trip, operating expense per 
revenue mile, and operating revenue per operating expense. 
A discrepancy in SCA T's average age of fleet was also noted among the comparative data. The 
advertisement reported a figure of 11.21 years for FY 1995, a value 0.18 years more than that 
derived frorh the NTD information (11.03 years). It was not readily apparent how SCAT determined 
the published average age. An additional published effectiveness measure, revenue miles 
between incidents, was also somewhat different than that calculated from NTD data. Evidently, 
SCAT utilized 20 incidents in its computation rather than the 19 total incidents from Form 405 of 
the NTD report. 
Finally, revenue miles per total vehicles was overestimated by 861 miles (34,433 versus 33,572). 
It was determined that SCAT used 39 total vehicles in its calculation, while the system's FY 1995 
NTD report (Form 406) indicates a total of 40 vehicles available for maximum service. 
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Table 15 
Sarasota County Area Transit 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Population 301,528 238,210 63,318 
Passenger Trips 1,618,861 1,618,861 0 
Revenue Miles 1,342,889 1,342,899 -10 
Route Miles 347.60 347.60 0 
Total Operating Expense $3,339,218 $3,309,138 $30,080 
Operating Revenue $402,769 $402,769 $0 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 25 25 0 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 4.83 6.11 -1.28 
Passenger Trips per Capita 5.37 6.80 -1.43 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 11.21 11.03 0.18 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 67,144 70,679 -3,535 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 2,741 2,741 0 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $11.07 $13.89 -$2.82 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.06 $2.04 $0.02 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.49 $2.46 $0.03 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 12.10% 12.17% -0.07% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 34,433 33,572 861 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,232 1,232 0 
Passenger Trips per Employee 22,055 22,055 0 
Average Fare $0.18 $0.18 $0 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Population 296,002 234,434 61,568 
Passenger Trips 1,302,060 1,302,060 0 
Revenue Miles 1,057,978 1,057,978 0 
Route Miles 292.40 292.40 0 
Total Operating Expense $2,940,284 $2,940,284 $0 
Operating Revenue $693,714 $693,714 $0 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 20 20 0 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 3.78 4.78 -1.00 
Passenger Trips per Capita 4.40 5.55 -1.15 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 10.21 10.50 -0.29 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 40,691 40,691 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 2,867 2,867 0 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $9.93 $12.54 -$2.61 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.26 $2.26 $0 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.78 $2.78 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 23.60% 23.59% 0.01% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 31,117 25,190 5,927 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,200 1,200 0 
Passenger Trips per Employee 21,172 21,172 0 
Average Fare $0.42 $0.42 $0 
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Lakeland Area Mass Transit District 
In FY 1995, Lakeland Area Mass Transit District (LAMTD) directly operated motorbus and demand-
response service. LAMTD indicated in its advertisement that all indicators and measures were 
compiled using data for both modes, therefore, the information shown in Table 16 represents 
system totals. The advertisement included both FY 1994 and FY 1995 data. It should be noted, 
that, in the last investigation it was found that LAMTD reported operating expense per passenger 
mile in the advertisement in place of the required operating expense per revenue mile ratio. 
However, in this advertisement, the system did report a figure for operating expense per revenue 
mile in addition to operating expense per passenger mile. The advertisement was published in The 
Ledger, although LAMTD was unable to provide the date when it appeared. 
Despite the inconsistencies in the FY 1995 data, it was evident that LAMTD published data that, 
for the most part, originated from its NTD report. Among the performance indicators, only revenue 
miles and total operating expense did not differ from NTD data. First, passenger trips was under 
reported by only three trips, the reason for which could not be determined from the available 
information. Additionally, no explanation could be found for why LAMTD published 32 vehicles 
operated in maximum service when its NTD report indicated the system operated 37 vehicles in 
maximum service in FY 1995. Also, LAMTD published 162 route miles (with no decimal places), 
while the NTD data indicate 162.50 route miles. Therefore, it is likely that LAMTD rounded down 
the route mile figure. The variance in operating revenue ($577,564) was more significant than the 
other differences in the performance indicators, and was due to LAMTD reporting its passenger 
fare revenue instead of its total operating revenue (an error that occurred in the last published 
advertisement). The system did not add in auxiliary transportation revenue or non-transportation 
revenue, both of which are included in operating revenue for purposes of the Performance 
Evaluation Study. The disparity in operating revenue also led to a significantly understated 
published ratio of operating revenue per operating expense. 
The discrepancy evident in the average age of fleet measure could not be explained. The 
published figure differed from the NTD value by only 0.48; therefore, it is possible that the 
difference was caused by rounding error. 
The effectiveness measures, revenue miles between incidents and revenue miles between 
roadcalls, also indicated variances. For both cases, the revenue miles indicator did not impact the 
discrepancies since it exactly matched the NTD revenue miles figure. Instead, manipulation of 
LAMTD's published information determined that the system utilized different incident and roadcall 
totals when calculating the measures. For example, LAMTD did not include incidents for the 
demand-response mode (three) in its calculation although the advertisement indicated that this 
measure represented system total data. Also, like VOTRAN, LAMTD used only roadcalls for 
mechanical reasons (150) rather than the total number of roadcalls (193) when computing the 
related efficiency measure. 
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Among the efficiency measures, the revenue miles per total vehicles ratio evidenced a difference 
between the published and NTD-based value. The published measure (30,546) was under 
reported by 764 miles; based on NTD data, this ratio should have equaled 31,310. Since the 
revenue mile figures matched exactly, it was determined that the difference evolved from the 
measure's denominator: total vehicles. LAMTD used 41 total vehicles in its calculation, a figure 
that represented preliminary data from its original FY 1995 NTD report. This number was later 
updated to 40 vehicles. 
Finally, the published values for the labor productivity measures, revenue hours per employee and 
passenger trips per employee, were both overstated. Evidently, LAMTD utilized a figure of 56.3 
FTEs in its calculations; a number that does not correspond to any data in any of the system's FY 
1994 or FY 1995 NTD reports. The correct value is 59.0 employee FTEs. 
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Table 16 
Lakeland Area Mass Transit District 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 1,222,877 1,222,880 -3 
Revenue Miles 1,252,387 1,252,387 0 
Route Miles 162.00 162.50 -0.50 
Total Operating Expense $2,641,448 $2,641,448 $0 
Operating Revenue $491,157 $1,068,721 -$577,564 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 32 37 -5 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 12.12 12.12 0 
Passenger Trips per Capita 11.12 11.12 0 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 4.00 3.52 0.48 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 208,731 139,154 69,577 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 8,349 6,489 1,860 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $24.01 $24.01 $0 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.16 $2.16 $0 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.11 $2.11 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 18.00% 40.46% -22.46% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 30,546 31,310 -764 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,515 1,446 69 
Passenger Trips per Employee 21,709 20,727 982 
Average Fare $0.40 $o.40 $0 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 1,153,792 1,153,792 0 
Revenue Miles 1,293,713 1,293,713 0 
Route Miles 161.00 161.00 0 
Total Operating Expense $2,279,552 $2,275,656 $3,896 
Operating Revenue $457,797 $776,891 -$319,094 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 23 30 -7 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 11.76 12.10 -0.34 
Passenger Trips per Capita 10.48 10.49 -0.01 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 6.13 6.18 -0.05 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 184,816 258,743 -73,927 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 10,349 8,347 2,002 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $20.72 $20.69 $0.03 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $1.97 $1.97 $0 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $1.76 $1.76 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 20.00% 34.14% -14.14% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 33,172 36,963 -3,791 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,239 1,239 0 
Passenger Trips per Employee 20,734 21,733 
Average Fare $0.40 $0.40 $0 
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Manatee County Area Transit 
Manatee County Area Transit (MCAT) directly operated fixed-route motorbus and demand-
response service in FY 1995. As in its previous advertisements, MCAT published data for three 
fiscal years (1993, 1994, and 1995) in a format that seemed disorganized and quite difficult for the 
reader to interpret. To facilitate the comparisons and related analysis, the data have been 
arranged in three tables: Table 17 illustrates data for the fixed-route motorbus mode, Table 18 
presents data for demand-response service, and Table 19 contains those measures reflecting 
system totals. The newspaper advertisement appeared in the Bradenton Herald on May 1, 1996. 
It is apparent from the data in Table 17 that the published motorbus information was, for the most 
part, compiled from MCAT's FY 1995 NTD report. Only two discrepancies were noted among the 
performance indicators: one with route miles, and the other involving operating revenue. MCAT 
published 160.00 route miles instead of the NTD-based 160.80. It is likely that this difference was 
the result of a rounding error. Concerning operating revenue, MCAT understated this indicator by 
$36,812. While no reason could be confirmed for this inconsistency, it was surmised that MCAT 
was able to use operating data that were more accurately broken down between modes in its 
computation. Such a breakdown cannot be done using the available NTD data. The disparity in 
operating revenue also had an impact on the efficiency ratio of operating revenue per operating 
expense. 
The two employee productivity measures were impacted by MCA T's use of actual person counts 
(28.4) in its calculations instead of FTEs (27.9). The last difference evident in Table 17 was in the 
average fare per passenger trip, which was over reported by $0. 05. It was determined that MCA T 
utilized operating revenue in this computation instead of passenger fare revenue for the motorbus 
mode (fare revenue: $240,695). 
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Table 17 
Manatee County Area Transit 
Data for Fixed-Route Motorbus Service 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 671,713 671,713 
Revenue Miles 540,576 540,576 
Route Miles 160.00 160.80 
Total Operating Expense $1,540,746 $1,540,746 
Operating Revenue $276,000 $312,812 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 9 9 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.29 $2.29 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.85 $2.85 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 18.00% 20.30% 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,091 1,110 
Passenger Trips per Employee 23,652 24,076 
Average Fare $0.41 $0.36 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 657,588 657,588 
Revenue Miles 527,013 527,013 
Route Miles 160.00 145.80 
Total Operating Expense $1,521,500 $1,521,500 
Operating Revenue $347,801 $364,562 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 9 9 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.31 $2.31 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.89 $2.89 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 23.00% 23.96% 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,130 1,102 
Passenger Trips per Employee 23,740 23,154 
Average Fare $0.40 $0.39 
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DIFFERENCE 
0 
0 
-0.80 
$0 
-$36,812 
0 
$0 
$0 
-2.30% 
-19 
-424 
$0.05 
0 
0 
14.20 
$0 
-$16,761 
0 
$0 
$0 
-0.96% 
28 
586 
$0.01 
Besides the aforementioned issue regarding operating revenue, there were only two discrepancies 
evident in MCA T's published demand-response data, as shown in Table 18. These were the same 
discrepancies that occurred in MCA T's la_st advertisement. The first involved the operating revenue 
per operating expense measure, which was solely affected by the significant variance in the 
demand-response mode's operating revenue figure. The second disparity was in the average fare 
per passenger trip. This measure was overstated by $3.97; a significant amount. The deviation 
was primarily the result of MCA T utilizing operating revenue in the numerator of the calculation 
instead of passenger fare revenue. This resulted in a higher average fare value ($4.44) than that 
determined by using MCAT's NTD data ($0.47). 
INDICATOR 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 
Revenue Miles 
Total Operating Expense 
Operating Revenue 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 
Average Fare 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 
Revenue Miles 
Total Operating Expense 
Operating Revenue 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 
Average Fare 
Table 18 
Manatee County Area Transit 
Data for Demand-Response Service 
PUBLISHED 
104,914 
491,395 
$1,348,046 
$466,066 
18 
$12.85 
$2.74 
35.00% 
$4.44 
125,164 
533,351 
$1,234,450 
$508,875 
18 
$9.86 
$2.31 
41.00% 
$4.07 
NTD 
104,914 
491,395 
$1,348,046 
$430,767 
18 
$12.85 
$2.74 
31.95% 
$0.47 
125,164 
533,351 
$1,234,450 
$477,818 
18 
$9.86 
$2.31 
38.71% 
$0.38 
DIFFERENCE 
0 
0 
$0 
$35,299 
0 
$0 
$0 
3.05% 
$3.97 
0 
0 
$0 
$31,057 
0 
$0 
$0 
2.29% 
$3.69 
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Table 19, which includes data for MCAT's motorbus and demand-response services combined, 
provides further evidence that the system mostly relied on its NTD data to generate the information 
for the published advertisement. Examination of the system total indicators and measures 
uncovered only two relatively minor inconsistencies among the data. First, the relatively slight 
variances in the three per-capita measures was due to the use of a population figure other than that 
found in MCA T's NTD report for FY 1995. When computing vehicle miles per capita, passenger 
trips per capita, and operating expense per capita (which were all slightly under reported in the 
advertisement), MCAT utilized a population of 234,418. A service area population of 233, 160 was 
indicated in the system's FY 1995 NTD report. 
Lastly, MCAT published the average age of its fleet as 6.10 years (with only one decimal place). 
However, using NTD information, the average age was calculated to be 6.14 years. It was 
surmised that this negligible difference was the result of MCAT rounding down its average age 
value. 
Table 19 
Manatee County Area Transit 
Data for System Total Service (Motorbus and Demand-Response) 
INDICATOR 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Gallons Diesel Fuel Consumed 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 
Passenger Trips per Capita 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Gallons Diesel Fuel Consumed 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 
Passenger Trips per Capita 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
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Operating Expense per Capita 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 
PUBLISHED 
190,253 
4.40 
3.31 
6.10 
1,031,971 
3,463 
$12.32 
28,666 
191,306 
4.84 
3.43 
5.67 
530,182 
3,366 
$12.08 
28,658 
NTD 
190,253 
4.61 
3.33 
6.14 
1,031,971 
3,463 
$12.39 
28,666 
191,306 
4.84 
3.43 
5.32 
530,182 
3,366 
$12.07 
28,658 
DIFFERENCE 
0 
-0.21 
-0.02 
-0.04 
0 
0 
-$0.07 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.35 
0 
0 
$0.01 
0 
Pasco County Public Transportation Service 
Unlike its previous advertisement in which only one year's worth of data was published, Pasco 
County Public Transportation Service's (PPTS) advertisement published in the Pasco Times on 
July 25, 1996 contained information for both the 1994 and 1995 fiscal years, as required. The 
published and corresponding NTD data for each year are presented in Table 20. PPTS directly 
operates as well as contracts out for demand-response service; however, the advertisement was 
not clear about which mode(s) were included for each indicator and measure. It was assumed that 
the reported data were representative of system totals. 
For the most part, the published data appeared to be based on PPTS's FY 1995 NTD data. 
However, one major performance indicator, total operating expense, could not be reconciled with 
its NTD counterpart. The published value for this indicator ($1,476,232) was less than the NTD-
based system total figure ($1,529,312 for directly-operated and purchased demand-response 
service combined) by $53,080. Examination of PPTS's NTD expense data determined that the 
system received $53,076 in contract revenue from various social service agencies for the provision 
of demand-response service. It appears, then, that PPTS derived its published figure by 
subtracting this subsidy from its total operating expense as indicated in the system's NTD report. 
This discrepancy in operating expense did not, however, impact all four cost efficiency measures 
as would have been expected. The operating expense per revenue mile figures matched exactly 
and the operating expense per passenger trip figures were off by only $0.01 (probably due to 
rounding error), indicating that PPTS must have utilized its actual total operating expense and not 
the altered value that was published to calculate these two measures. In the cases of the operating 
expense per capita and operating revenue per operating expense measures, significant differences 
were indicated, but reasons for the variances could not be determined. The published operating 
expense per capita figure may have contained a typographical error since a value of $4.83 should 
have resulted if PPTS's published figures for service area population and operating expense were 
used to calculate the measure. Similarly, the published value of 71 percent for operating revenue 
per operating cost could not be replicated using any combination of published and/or NTD expense 
and revenue data. 
The largest difference evident in the table involved operating revenue, which was published as 
$609, 190. Analysis of PPTS's NTD-reported operating funding (Form 203) did not uncover the 
origin of this particular figure. However, it is possible that PPTS's operating revenue figure 
represents some combination of its operating revenue and federal, state, and local subsidies that 
was derived using a more discrete breakdown of the system's funding data than that available in 
its NTD report. If this was the case, though, it should be reiterated that operating revenue, as 
collected for the Performance Evaluation Study, does not include any federal, state, or local 
subsidies. 
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The final variance noted among the performance indicators involved the number of vehicles 
operated in maximum service. The published value for this indicator (48) differed from the number 
generated from PPTS's NTD report (69) by 21 vehicles--a significant difference. Since the 48-
vehicle figure did not coincide with any of PPTS's NTD-reported vehicle data in a logical manner 
(it did equal the number of purchased demand-response vehicles available for maximum service), 
it was not possible to determine an explanation for the discrepancy. 
Other than some negligible differences in the vehicle miles per capita and passenger trips per 
capita measures potentially due to rounding error, the only real variation evident among the 
effectiveness measures involved the published average age of the vehicle fleet. According to NTD 
system total data, the average fleet age should have equaled 4.82 years, but it was reported 
instead as 4.40 years. Manipulation of age data from PPTS's vehicle inventory forms for the two 
modes could not replicate the published figure; therefore, no reason for the age discrepancy could 
be identified. 
For the revenue miles per total vehicles measure, the variance between published and NTD data 
was related to the use of a different "total vehicles" definition. In the Performance Evaluation 
Study, the "total vehicles" alluded to in this ratio has always referred to the total number of vehicles 
available for maximum service (as reported by systems on Form 406 of the NTD report). For 
PPTS, this number equaled 86 vehicles in FY 1995 for both of its modes combined. However, to 
calculate this measure's reported value, PPTS utilized the same figure that it published as its 
number of vehicles operated in maximum service (48), a figure whose origin, as mentioned 
previously, could not be determined. 
In addition, both of the published employee productivity measures (revenue hours per employee 
and passenger trips per employee) differed from the corresponding NTD-derived figures. It was 
found that PPTS used its actual person count information (38) in the calculation of these ratios, 
rather than total FTEs (33.6). Also contributing to the discrepancy evident in the revenue hours 
per employee measure was PPTS's apparent use of a revenue hour figure of approximately 
58,600. This value for revenue hours far exceeded the system total data reported for NTD 
purposes (39,269 revenue hours), and it did not appear to match any of PPTS's other operating 
statistics. An explanation for this significant difference in revenue hours could not be identified. 
Finally, PPTS reported an average fare per passenger trip ratio of $0.31. Based on system total 
NTD data, an average fare of $0.30 was calculated. Although it is possible that a small 
discrepancy in passenger fare revenue may have created the $0.01 variance (the passenger trip 
values were identical so this variable would not have had an impact), it is more probable that the 
difference was due to rounding error. 
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Table 20 
Pasco County Public Transportation Service 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 149,496 149,496 0 
Revenue Miles 696,768 696,768 0 
Route Miles nta nla nla 
Total Operating Expense $1,476,232 $1,529,312 -$53,080 
Operating Revenue $609,190 $46,979 $562,211 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 48 69 -21 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 2.84 2.85 -0.01 
Passenger Trips per Capita 0.48 0.49 -0.01 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 4.40 4.82 -0.42 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents nta 99,538 nla 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 10,577 10,577 0 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $0.70 $5.00 -$4.30 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $10.22 $10.23 -$0.01 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.19 $2.19 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 71.00% 3.07% 67.93% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 14,516 8,102 6,414 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,542 1,169 373 
Passenger Trips per Employee 3,934 4,449 -515 
Average Fare $0.31 $0.30 $0.01 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 87,740 86,028 1,712 
Revenue Miles 360,420 360,240 180 
Route Miles nla nla nla 
Total Operating Expense $776,451 $776,451 $0 
Operating Revenue $385,620 $348,197 $37,423 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 16 17 -1 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 2.10 2.24 -0.14 
Passenger Trips per Capita 0.45 0.44 0.01 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 5.10 3.00 2.10 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents nla 90,060 .nfa 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 11,626 11,621 5 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $3.99 $3.99 $0 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $8.85 $9.03 -$0.18 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $2.15 $2.16 -$0.01 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 53.00% 44.84% 8.16% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 12,014 15,010 -2,996 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,339 914 425 
Passenger Trips per Employee 3,611 3,615 -4 
Average Fare $0.32 $0.13 $0.19 
49 
Key West Department of Transportation 
Key West Department of Transportation (KWDOT) operated fixed-route motorbus service 
throughout Key West and Stock Island during the 1995 fiscal year. As required, KWDOT published 
data for both FY 1994 and FY 1995 in its newspaper advertisement that appeared in The Citizen 
on March 20, 1996. The published information and corresponding NTD data for both fiscal years 
are presented in Table 21. Analysis of the reported information for FY 1995 showed that the data 
did indeed originate from KWDOT's NTD report for that fiscal year. As in previous investigations, 
KWDOT liberally rounded the values of the indicators and measures. 
The first discrepancy evident among the published performance indicators involved route miles, 
which was found to have been under reported by 0.60 miles. This slight difference was probably 
the result of rounding since KWDOT published this indicator as "27," without including any tenths 
of miles. Similarly, rounding and the abbreviated use of decimal places also affected the 
passenger trips per capita measure, which varied from the NTD-based value by 0.08. With no 
significant discrepancies evident for either passenger trips or service area population, KWDOT 
listed this effectiveness measure as "8.3" in its advertisement, while the NTD figure equaled 8.38. 
One of the financial performance indicators, operating revenue, also indicated a difference when 
compared with the NTD data. The reason behind the $1,649 disparity in this indicator could not 
be determined from the available information. The variation in this data item, in turn, influenced 
the related ratio of operating revenue per operating expense. 
Also, since the reported population was only different by one, the negligible difference in the 
effectiveness measure vehicle miles per capita must have been due to the use of a value for 
vehicle miles slightly different than that reported in the NTD data. 
The difference between the average age of the fleet reported in the advertisement and that 
calculated using NTD vehicle inventory data was 0.50 years. It was surmised that th_is disparity 
was the result of rounding differences. Likewise, rounding was apparently the factor behind the 
slight differences in several of the efficiency measures including operating expense per capita, 
operating expense per passenger trip, operating revenue per operating expense (in addition to the 
inconsistency in operating revenue), and revenue miles per total vehicles. Also, rounding was the 
likely cause of the one-cent variance between the published ($0.55) and the NTD-based ($0.56) 
average fare per passenger trip (although, it is possible that KWDOT used a figure for fare revenue 
other than that found in the system's NTD report). 
In the case of the labor productivity measures, revenue hours per employee and passenger trips 
per employee, both were somewhat over reported in the published advertisement. Manipulation 
of the data found that KWDOT utilized total actual employees (11.0) instead of total FTEs (13.0) 
to compute these two ratios. 
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Table 21 
Key West Department of Transportation 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 272,022 272,022 0 
Revenue Miles 196,965 196,965 0 
Route Miles 27.00 27.60 -0.60 
Total Operating Expense $760,311 $760,311 $0 
Operating Revenue $170,962 $169,313 $1,649 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 4 4 0 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 6.10 6.18 -0.08 
Passenger Trips per Capita 8.30 8.38 -0.08 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 3.00 3.50 -0.50 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 196,965 196,965 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 3,126 3,126 0 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $23.41 $23.42 -$0.01 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.79 $2.80 -$0.01 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $3.86 $3.86 $0 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 22.00% 22.27% -0.27% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 17,905 17,906 -1 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,238 1,048 190 
Passenger Trips per Employee 24,729 20,925 3,804 
Average Fare $0.55 $0.56 -$0.01 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 269,329 269,329 0 
Revenue Miles 191,303 191,303 0 
Route Miles 27.00 27.60 -0.60 
Total Operating Expense $703,393 $702,393 $1,000 
Operating Revenue $174,681 $167,753 $6,928 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 4 4 0 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 6.00 6.00 0 
Passenger Trips per Capita 8.30 8.29 0.01 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 3.00 2.50 0.50 
Revenue Miles Between Incidents 47,826 47,826 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls 2,305 2,305 0 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $21.66 $21.63 $0.03 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $2.61 $2.61 $0 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $3.68 $3.67 $0.01 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 25.00% 23.88% 1.12% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 17,391 17,391 0 
Revenue Hours per Employee 1,197 997 200 
Passenger Trips per Employee 24,484 20,388 4,096 
Average Fare $0.55 $0.55 $0 
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Space Coast Area Transit (Brevard County) 
In FY 1995, Space Coast Area Transit (SCAT) directly operated motorbus and demand-response 
service, and contracted for demand-response and vanpool service in Brevard County. Table 22 
presents the data that SCAT reported in its advertisement, which contained FY 1994 and FY 1995 
data. The system's published advertisement appeared in Florida Today Newspaper on April 25, 
1996. SCAT reported system total data for all indicators and measures except where noted. 
Although several inconsistencies were evident between the published information and the 
corresponding NTD data, it was evident that SCA T's FY 1995 NTD report was the source for the 
reported data. The first discrepancy occurred with the published number of passenger trips. SCAT 
over reported this indicator by 23,918. It was determined that the system included "Special Trip" 
ridership, not counted in its NTD report, in the passenger trip figure. The disparity in the ridership 
value further affected three measures that utilize passenger trips in their calculations: passenger 
trips per capita, operating expense per passenger trip, and passenger trips per employee. In 
addition, it was not clear why SCAT chose to publish 146 vehicles operated in maximum service 
when its NTD report indicated 155 vehicles operated in maximum service in FY 1995. 
Two other published performance indicators that differed from their NTD counterparts were total 
operating expense and operating revenue. A deviation of $9,538 was evident between the 
published operating expense and that computed from NTD data. Close inspection of SCA T's FY 
1995 NTD report revealed that the amount of this difference equals a "vehicle operations" expense 
for the directly-operated motorbus mode that was included as a purchased transportation expense 
even though SCAT did not purchase any motorbus service in FY 1995. The $9,538 should have 
been included in system total operating expense. As a result, three efficiency measures were 
impacted: operating expense per capita, operating expense per passenger trip (along with the 
disparity in the ridership numbers), and operating revenue per operating expense. This last ratio, 
operating revenue per operating expense, was also affected by the fact that SCAT included federal, 
state, and local subsidies in its operating revenue figure. Such subsidies are not to be included in 
operating revenue for the purposes of the Performance Evaluation Study. 
Only two published effectiveness measures differed from the NTD-based data: vehicle miles per 
capita and passenger trips per capita. SCAT used a county population figure of 445,000 in its per-
capita computations, although the service area population reported in its FY 1995 NTD report was 
437,740 (the passenger trips per capita measure was also affected as a result of the difference in 
the reported ridership). In addition, it appears as though SCAT utilized revenue miles rather than 
vehicle miles in its calculation of vehicle miles per capita. The disparate population figures also 
impacted an efficiency measure, operating expense per capita, which was also understated due 
to the incongruity in the reported operating expense value. 
Another efficiency measure that was incorrectly published was operating expense per revenue 
mile. Instead of reporting this measure, the SCAT listed a figure for operating revenue per revenue 
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mile. In computing its value for revenue miles per total vehicles, an additional efficiency measure, 
SCAT used its published figure for the number of vehicles operated in maximum service (146) 
instead of the system total number of vehicles available for maximum service (197) obtained from 
the system's NTD report. 
The two labor productivity ratios among SCA T's efficiency measures, revenue hours per employee 
and passenger trips per employee, were both over reported in the system's advertisement. As 
mentioned previously, the difference in the number of passenger trips per employee was the result 
of the disparity in the ridership information. The number of revenue hours per employee was 
published at only one revenue hour above the NTD-derived value, and this was determined to be 
the result of rounding differences. 
The final variance noted among the efficiency measures was for the average fare per passenger 
trip ratio,,.which was published as $0.45. A notation in SCAT's advertisement indicated that this 
particular measure included "bus only," which was interpreted to mean that only directly-operated 
motorbus data were used in the computation. Therefore, NTD data for SCA T's motorbus mode 
were used to calculate an average fare value, the result of which was $0.41. It is probable that this 
difference is at least partially due to the discrepancy between the published and NTD-based 
passenger trip information. However, there may have been a small difference in the value that 
SCAT used for its directly-operated motorbus passenger fare revenue. 
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Table 22 
Space Coast Area Transit (Brevard County} 
INDICATOR PUBLISHED NTD DIFFERENCE 
1995 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 793,487 769,569 23,918 
Revenue Miles 4,058,175 4,058,175 0 
Route Miles 444.00 444.0 0 
Total Operating Expense $6,239,197 $6,248,735 -$9,538 
Operating Revenue $6,808,561 $3,957,364 $2,851,197 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 146 155 -9 
1995 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 9.10 10.49 -1.39 
Passenger Trips per Capiia 1.80 1.76 0.04 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 3.48 3.48 0 
Revenue Miles Between lncidents2 48,986 48,986 0 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls2 13,130 13,130 0 
1995 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $14.02 $14.27 -$0.25 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $7.86 $8,12 -$0.26 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $1.68 $1.54 $0,14 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 109.10% 63.33% 45.77% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 27,796 20,600 7,196 
Revenue Hours per Employee 3,116 3,115 
Passenger Trips per Employee 11,843 11,486 357 
Average Fare' $0.45 $0.41 $0.04 
1994 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
Passenger Trips 788,799 788,799 0 
Revenue Miles 3,826,167 3,831,027 -4,860 
Route Miles 412.00 412.00 0 
Total Operating Expense $5,385,852 $5,385,852 $0 
Operating Revenue $5,554,947 $2,896,516 $2,658,431 
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 128 144 -16 
1994 EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
Vehicle Miles per Capita 8.80 9.78 -0,98 
Passenger Trips per Capita 1.80 1.80 0 
Average Age of Fleet (years) 3.11 3.02 0,09 
Revenue Miles Between lncidents2 26,275 189,179 -162,904 
Revenue Miles Between Roadcalls2 13,709 13,709 0 
1994 EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
Operating Expense per Capita $12.30 $12.30 $0 
Operating Expense per Passenger Trip $6.82 $6.83 -$0.01 
Operating Expense per Revenue Mile $1.45 $1.41 $0.04 
Operating Revenue per Operating Expense 103.10% 53.78% 49.32% 
Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 23,913 23,648 265 
Revenue Hours per Employee 4,037 3,446 591 
Passenger Trips per Employee 16,819 14,264 2,555 
Average Fare' $0,54 $0,83 -$0.29 
' includes directly-operated fixed-route motorbus service data only 
2 includes directly-operated fixed-route motorbus and demand-response service data only 
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Indian River County Council on Aging, Inc. 
Currently, Indian River County Council on Aging, Inc. (IRCCOA), directly operates fixed-route 
motorbus and demand-response services. The system also contracts out for additional demand-
response service. Despite providing these transportation services for a number of years, IRCCOA 
did not begin reporting for NTD purposes until the 1995 fiscal year, when it began receiving federal 
Section 9 funding. As a result, the system did not publish its first advertisement in accordance with 
Florida Statute 341.071(3) until April 29, 1997. This particular advertisement included IRCCOA's 
FY 1995 and 1996 data for the required indicators and measures, as prescribed. Since the FY 
1995/1996 advertisements will be reviewed for all of the Florida transit systems in the next 
performance reporting investigation, no analysis of IRCCOA's first available ad is contained herein. 
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Appendix A 
Requirements for Transit Performance Reporting 
The 1990 Florida Legislature amended 341.041 (3), which provides for the Department's transit 
responsibilities with respect to state transit measures, as follows: 
''Develop, publish, and administer state measures concerning system management, 
performance, productivity, cost distribution and safety of government owned public transit 
systems and privately owned or operated systems financed wholly or in part by state 
funding. Such measures shall be developed jointly with representatives of affected publicly 
owned transit systems and in coordination with affected privately owned systems, with full 
consideration given to nationwide industry norms. 11 
Florida Statute 341.071 was also enacted requiring the following: 
(2) "Each public transit provider shall establish productivity and performance measures, which 
must be approved by the Department and which must be selected from measures 
developed pursuant to s. 341. 041 (3). Each provider shall report annually to the Department 
relative to these measures. In approving these measures, the Department shall give 
consideration to the goals and objectives of each system, the needs of the local area, and 
the role for public transit in the local area. '; and 
(3) "Each public transit provider shall publish in the local newspaper of its area the productivity 
and performance measures established for the year and a report which provides 
quantitative data relative to the attainment of established productivity and performance 
measures. 11 
For the purpose of performance measure reporting, the public transit provider shall be defined as 
all "Section 9" transit systems and "Section 18" transit systems that are not designated as 
Community Transportation Coordinators pursuant to Chapter 427 Florida Statute. (The 
Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged is responsible for the program with respect to 
Community Transportation Coordinators as per Section 341.052(5), F.S.) 
Specific Requirements for Transit System Performance Reporting 
Pursuant to Section 341.071, the following specific requirements for transit system performance 
reporting shall be part of the Florida Department of Transportation Transit Block Grant Procedure: 
1. The transit agency shall publish in the local newspaper of its area, in the form prescribed 
by the Department, the productivity and performance measures established for the transit 
providers' most recently completed fiscal year and the prior fiscal year. 
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2. The performance report shall be approved by the Department prior to its publication. 
3. The performance report shall be submitted to the Department no later than March 15th each 
year, and published either by May 1st, or no later that twenty-eight (28) calendar days after 
the Department's written approval of the report. 
4. The transit agency shall furnish an affidavit of publication and a copy of the published 
newspaper report to the Department within twenty-eight (28) calendar days of publication. 
5. Published performance measures must be consistent with the transit agency's National 
Transit Database (NTD) report. 
6. In computing per capita measures, service area population shall be used as the 
denominator. Service area population shall be determined according to the Federal Transit 
Administration's NTD guidelines. 
7. Performance measures shall be reported for all modes combined, including purchased 
transportation. If data for purchased transportation are not available to compute any of the 
required measures, agencies can report that measure for directly-operated service only, but 
make a notation (footnote) that the reported value for that measure does not include 
purchased transportation. 
8. When a new system begins to report, the first year becomes the baseline and that system 
would only report their first year of data. In the second year of reporting, a new system 
shall report two years of performance data. To allow for meaningful comparison, 
computation of all prior year data must be consistent with methodology used to compute 
current year measures. 
9. Performance reports shall be given as much prominence as possible in newspaper 
publications and must include an introductory paragraph as to why these measures are 
being published. 
10. The newspaper publication shall at the minimum report the values of the following 21 
performance measures (A - U, shown in Table A-1): 
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Table A-1 
Required Performance Measures for Newspaper Publication 
INDICATOR/MEASURE 
GENERAL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
A. Service Area Population 
8. Passenger Trips 
C. Revenue Miles 
D. Route Miles 
E. Total Operating Expense 
F. Operating Revenue 
G. Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 
EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
H. Vehicle Miles per Capita 
I. Passenger Trips per Capita 
J. Average Age of Fleet (years) 
K. Revenue Miles Between Safety Incidents 
(revenue miles per safety incident) 
L. Revenue Miles Between Service 
Interruptions 
(revenue miles per service interruption) 
M. Days/Hours Service is Available 
EFFICIENCY MEASURES 
N. Operating Expense per Capita 
0. Operating Expense per Passenger Trip 
P. Operating Expense per Revenue Mile 
Q. Operating Revenue per Operating 
Expense 
R. Revenue Miles per Total Vehicles 
s. Revenue Hours per Employee 
T. Passenger Trips per Employee 
U. Average Fare 
DEFINITION 
Population within the geographic area of service 
coverage. 
Annual number of passenger boardings on 
transit vehicles. A trip is counted each time a 
passenger boards a transit vehicle. 
Number of annual miles of vehicle operation 
while in active service (available to pick up 
revenue passengers). 
Number of directional route miles as reported in 
the NTD report; defined as the mileage that 
service operates in each direction over routes 
traveled by public transportation vehicles in 
revenue service. 
Reported annual total spending on operations, 
including administration, maintenance, and 
operation of service vehicles. 
Includes passenger fares, special transit fares, 
school bus service revenues, freight tariffs, 
charter service revenues, auxiliary transportation 
revenues, and non-transportation revenues. 
The largest number of vehicles required for 
providing service during peak hours (typically 
the rush period). 
Total number of annual vehicle miles divided by 
the service area population. 
Average number of transit boardings per person 
per year. 
Traditionally, a standard transit coach is 
considered to have a useful life of 12 years. 
Number of revenue miles divided by the number 
of incidents. 
Number of revenue miles divided by revenue 
service interruptions. Indicates the average 
frequency of delays due to equipment problems. 
Number of hours per day and days per week 
service is provided. 
Total operating expense divided by the service 
area population; A measure of transit operating 
expense per person within the service area. 
Annual operating expenditures divided by the 
total annual ridership; a measure of the 
efficiency of transporting riders. 
Operating expense divided by the annual 
revenue miles of service. 
Operating ratio calculated by dividing operating 
revenue by total operating expense; measures 
operating revenue per dollar of operating 
expense. 
Total revenue miles of service that are provided 
by each vehicle available for maximum service. 
Reflects overall labor productivity. 
Another measure of overall labor productivity. 
Passenger fare revenues divided by the total 
number of passenger trips. 
SOURCE 
Determined by transit agency 
National Transit Database 
(NTD) Form 406, line 24i 
NTD Form 406, line Si 
NTD Form 403, line 13b 
NTD Form 901, line 5c 
NTD Form 203, line 203, line 
30c 
NTD Form 406, line 1 i 
NTD Form 406, line 6i divided 
by"A" 
"B" divided by "A" 
NTD Form 408 
"C" divided by the sum of 
column b (safety items) of 
Form 405. 
"C" divided by NTD Form 402, 
line 3b 
NTD Form 406, lines 3b & 4d 
NTD Form 406, lines 3g & 4g 
NTD Form 406, lines 3h & 4h 
"E" divided by "A" 
"E" divided by "B" 
"E" divided by "C" 
"F" divided by "E" 
"C" divided by total vehicles 
shown on NTD Form 408, line 
25g 
NTD Form 406, line 9i divided 
by NTD Form 404, line 11 c 
"B" divided by NTD Form 404, 
line 11c 
NTD Form 203, line 6 divided 
by "8" 
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Appendix B 
Approved: Effective: September 17, 1996 
Office: Transit 
Ben G. Watts, P.E. 
Secretary 
Topic No.: 725-030-030-e 
PUBLIC TRANSIT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 
PURPOSE: 
To detail the Florida Department of Transportation Public Transit 
Office's administration and management of the State Public 
Transit Block Grant Program. 
AUTHORITY: 
Section 341.052, Florida Statutes, Section 341.071, Florida 
Statutes, Rule Chapter, 14-73. 
SCOPE; 
This procedure impacts the Transit Office of the Department, 
district Public Transportation Offices responsible for managing 
this program and Block Grant recipients. 
REFERENCES: 
Chapter 341, Florida Statutes; Procedure 725-030-025, Vehicle 
Inventory Management; Procedure 725-030-005, Service Development 
Program; Procedure 725-030-003, Transit Corridor Program; Rule 
Chapter 14-73, Public Transportation, Procedure 725-000-005, 
Public Transportation Joint Participation Agreement Procedure. 
DEFINITIONS: 
Community Transportation Coordinator - A transportation entity so 
designated by the Florida Commission for the Transportation 
Disadvantaged, as provided for in Chapter 427 Florida Statutes 
and Rule Chapter 41-2, to serve the transportation disadvantaged 
population within a designated service area. 
Central Office - For the purposes of this procedure, the 
Department of Transportation, Public Transit Office and/or staff. 
District Office - For the purposes _of this procedure, the 
Department of Transportation, District Public Transportation 
Office and/or staff. 
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Eligible Transit Capital Cost - Any costs related to the purchase 
of tangible property. Property includes tangible assets with an 
expected service life of more than one year at the time of their 
installation/purchase. Examples would include, but not be 
limited to: the acquisition of buses for fleet and service 
expansions; bus maintenance and administrative facilities; 
transfer facilities; intermodal terminals and park and ride 
facilities; acquisition of replacement vehicles; passenger 
amenities, such as passenger shelters and bus stop signs; and 
miscellaneous equipment such as mobile radio units, supervisory 
vehicles, fareboxes, computers, and shop and garage equipment. 
Eligible Transit Operating Costs - The total costs of 
administration, management, and operations directly incident to 
the provision of public bus transit services, but excluding the 
depreciation or amortization of capital assets. 
Front End Funding - Funding disbursement method whereby a local 
grant recipient incurs eligible expenses to which state block 
grant funds are first applied and the required local share is 
applied only after state funds have been drawn down. 
Joint Participation Agreement (JPA) - A contract between the 
Department of Transportation and a local sponsor of a 
transportation project, defining a project and the Department's 
participation (Form 725-030-06). 
Local Government Comprehensive Plan - A plan that consists of 
materials in such descriptive form, written or graphic, as may be 
appropriate to the prescription of principles, guidelines, and 
standards for the orderly and balanced future economic, social, 
physical, environmental, and fiscal development of the area. The 
plan must be in compliance with Chapter 163 F.S. and Rule Chapter 
9J-5 by the Department of Community Affairs. 
Local Revenue Sources - The sum of money received from local 
government entities to assist in paying transit operation costs, 
including tax funds, and revenue earned from fare box receipts, 
charter service, contract service, express service, advertising, 
and non-transportation activities. 
Local Tax Revenue - Local tax revenues are those revenues which 
are made available for operating expenses and are derived from 
local taxes, whether the taxes are collected by the public 
transit provider directly or not. Specifically those revenues 
properly coded to revenue object classes 408 and 409 in the 
Section 15 Report are local tax revenues. 
Project Income - Revenues earned by the public transit agency 
such as those for advertisements, charter, and farebox. 
8-2 
725-030-030-e 
B-3 of 10 
Public Transit - The transporting of people by conveyances or 
systems of conveyances, traveling on land or water, local or 
regional in nature, and available for use by the public. Public 
transit systems may be either government owned or privately 
owned. Public transit includes those forms of transportation 
commonly known as "paratransit" characterized by their 
nonscheduled, non-fixed route nature. 
Public Transit Operating Revenues - The total revenues received 
during the year to defray operation and administrative costs. 
These revenues include: federal and state funds; project income, 
such as advertising and charter revenue; farebox; and local 
funds, including tax revenues. 
Public Transit Provider - A public agency providing public 
transit service, including rail authorities created in chapter 
343, Florida Statutes. 
Public Transit Service Development Project - A project to test a 
new or innovative technique or measure to improve or expand 
public transit services as defined in the Public Transit Service 
Development Program Procedure, 725-030-005. 
Section 15 Report - A report submitted by a public transit 
provider to the Federal Transit Administration in accordance with 
the uniform System of Accounts and Reports prescribed by Section 
15 of the Federal Transit Act. This report is one basis for the 
allocation of block grant funds, and the uniform accounts therein 
are used to validate the lawful use of funds. 
Section 9 Provider - A public transit provider eligible to 
receive funds from the Federal Transit Administration's Section 9 
program for the purpose of providing public transportation within 
their service area. Section 9 funds may be granted to public 
agencies in urbanized areas of 50,000 population or more, as 
designated by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. Such an agency 
becomes eligible to receive block grant funds when the annual 
element of its Transportation Improvement Program contains a 
block grant project. 
Section 18 Provider - An agency receiving funds from the Federal 
Transit Administration's Section 18 program for the purpose of 
providing public transportation outside an urbanized area. For 
the purposes of this procedure, the term "Section 18" Provider 
does not include any Community Transportation Coordinators. 
Supplant - To take the place of, to supersede. To use block 
grant program funds in place of local tax revenues made available 
for an eligible public transit provider for operations in the 
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previous year. Such use would result in the block grant award to 
the public transit operator being reduced by the amount of 
supplanted local funds. As provided in Section 341.052(3) (c), 
F.S., the Secretary of Transportation may waive this provision 
for public transit providers located in a county recovering from 
a state of emergency. 
Transit Corridor Project - A project to relieve congestion and 
improve capacity within a transportation corridor as defined in 
the Transit Corridor Program Procedure, 725-030-003. 
Transit Development Plan - A Transit Development Plan (TDP) is a 
locally adopted document addressing a minimum five-year time 
frame. Preparation of the TDP is the responsibility of the 
public transit provider, in cooperation with the appropriate 
Metropolitan Planning Organization. It is consistent with the 
applicable approved local government comprehensive plan and with 
the appropriate comprehensive (long range) transportation plan 
and supports the Transportation Improvement Program. The TDP 
includes an assessment of the need for transit services in the 
local area, identifies the local transit policies, existing 
services and proposed service improvements, capital and operating 
costs of the proposed services, existing and proposed sources of 
funding and a staged implementation plan. A TDP is updated 
annually. The preparation and content of the TDP complies with 
the provisions of Rule Chapter 14-73, F.A.C. 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP} - The result of a 
continuing, cooperative and comprehensive planning process which 
delineates transportation improvements recommended for federal 
and state funding during the program period. The TIP is 
submitted to the Department per the requirements of Chapter 339 
F.S. 
BACKGROUND: 
The Public Transit Block Grant Program was enacted by the Florida 
Legislature to provide a stable source of funding for public 
transit. Funds are to be awarded to those public transit 
providers eligible to receive funding from the Federal Transit 
Administration's Sections 9 and 18 programs and to Community 
Transportation Coordinators (see definitions). The Department of 
Transportation will distribute 85% of the funds to Section 9 
providers and to Section 18 providers who are not Community 
Transportation Coordinators via this procedure. The Florida 
Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged will distribute 
15% of the funds to Community Transportation Coordinators 
according to their own procedures. 
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The block grant funds may be used for eligible capital and 
operating costs of public transit providers. Funds may also be 
used for transit service development and transit corridor 
projects. Projects shall be consistent with applicable approved 
local government comprehensive plans. State participation is 
limited to 50% of the nonfederal share of capital projects. Up 
to 50% of eligible operating costs can be paid with program 
funds, or an amount equal to the total revenue, excluding 
farebox, charter, advertising revenue and federal funds, received 
by the provider for operating costs, whichever amount is less. 
Local tax revenues made available for operating costs shall not 
be supplanted by block grant funds. 
PROCEDURE: 
(1) PROJECT DEVELOPMENT: 
(a) The Central Office is responsible for distributing 
tables allocating funds to the District Offices and 
eligible public transit providers each year. The 
tables will be sent to the District Offices within 30 
days following the signing of the appropriations act by 
the Governor. The Department may supplement the block 
grant allocations to recipients if funds are available; 
if requested by the Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) or, if there is no MPO, by the county with 
jurisdiction, consistent with Section 341.052(8), F.S. 
(b) District Offices are responsible for programming those 
funds according to work program instructions. District 
Offices are also responsible for informing eligible 
public transit providers of _final allocations no more 
than 30 days after receipt of the allocation tables 
from the Central Office. The District Office shall 
also make final distribution of block grant funds to 
operating and/or capital projects in response to the 
written requests of the public transit providers. The 
District Offices are responsible for preparing Joint 
Participation Agreements (JPA) between the Department 
and eligible providers for the identified operating 
and/or capital projects. 
(c) Joint Participation Agreement (JPA) 
1. The District Office shall obtain a written request 
for a JPA from a public transit provider prior to 
the preparation of any JPA. The request from the 
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public transit provider shall include a statement 
of intent to use funds within the limits of the 
law and shall state how funds will be divided 
between eligible capital and operating expenses, 
and whether any funds will be used in a public 
transit service development project or transit 
corridor project. The request need only contain 
enough detail to complete a JPA and required 
exhibits. Prior to entering into contract with 
the provider, the District Office shall analyze 
the request to substantiate that block grant 
funds, including any supplemental funds, are not 
expected to 1) exceed the amount local revenue 
sources will provide to the system, 2) exceed 
eligible transit operating costs, or 3) supplant 
local tax revenues made available for operations. 
The analysis shall be documented by the District 
Office and kept in the project files. This 
analysis may be performed by the Central Office if 
requested by the District Office, or if questions 
arise regarding the ability of the transit 
operator to spend block grant funds within the 
limits of the law. 
If the analysis reveals that a public transit 
provider may not be able to expend funds without 
breaching the limits listed above, the District 
Office shall contact the provider prior to 
preparation of the JPA to inform them of the 
finding and to discuss the means by which the 
public transit provider intends to use the funds 
within the limits of the law. For example, if the 
analysis indicates that the request for operating 
assistance appears to be for more funds than there 
appear to be eligible expenses, the public transit 
provider may indicate that there are service 
expansion plans which will generate the necessary 
eligible expenses. 
If the department and the provider agree that the 
total block grant cannot be expended, the provider 
may agree to accept a block grant of less than the 
total amount. The funds that exceed such lesser 
agreed-upon amount shall be redistributed to other 
eligible providers by formula on a statewide 
basis, in the subsequent block grant allocation. 
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The District Office shall prepare, within 30 
calendar days of a request from an eligible public 
transit provider, a JPA between the Department and 
the public transit provider receiving block grant 
funds. An extension to this 30 days may be 
granted by the District Public Transportation 
Manager if the analysis of the request indicates 
that the recipient may not be able to use the 
funds within the limits of the law, or cannot be 
completed because the recipient failed to supply 
the Department with its Section 15 reports and 
most current budget. The District Office shall 
not execute a JPA for block grant funds with any 
transit agency until that agency's annual TDP has 
been submitted. JPAs shall be executed as 
directed in Procedure No. 725-000-005, Public 
Transportation Joint Participation Agreement. 
2. The District Office may prepare and execute 
separate JPAs for operating grants and for capital 
grants. Capital grants may be divided into as 
many separate project JPAs as necessary and 
desirable. Where block grant funds are to be used 
in eligible service development projects and/or 
transit corridor projects, the use of these funds 
is governed by the Department's Service 
Development Program procedure, 725-030-005, and/or 
the Transit Corridor Program procedure, 725-030-
003. 
3. Front Erid Funding (see definition) may be used at 
the discretion of the District Office, but is not 
recommended in cases where the questions raised in 
the analysis (above) are not answered to the 
satisfaction of the District Office. Any block 
grant funds distributed to an eligible provider 
which cannot be expended within the limitations of 
the block grant program shall be returned to the 
Department within the same year of the allocation. 
These funds will be retained in the District cost 
center, but the amounts will be included in the 
subsequent statewide block grant formula 
allocation. Authority will then be reissued for 
the deobligated funds, and the District Office 
will use these funds to reach 100 percent of the 
District's full block grant allocation in the 
fiscal year subsequent to the year the funds were 
deobligated. 
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4. Exhibit "C" of the JPA shall include, at a 
minimum, the language in Procedure No. 725-000-
005, Public Transportation Joint Participation 
Agreement. 
(2) PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
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(a) District Offices will visit each recipient no less than 
once a year at their place of business. The purpose of 
the visit will be to monitor the recipient's compliance 
with program guidelines. The visit will be documented 
in the agency file using the checklist found in 
Attachment "B" of these procedures. 
(b) The District Office shall monitor the progress that the 
public transit provider is making in preparing the 
Transit Development Plan as required by 341.071(1) F.S. 
and Chapter 14-73, F.A.C. 
(c) The District Office shall review for consistency with 
the Recipient's Section 15 report, and approve any set 
of performance measures established by recipients which 
accurately includes the measures indicated in 
Attachment "A" of these procedures. Recipients may 
publish additional measures, but all recipients shall 
be required to publish the core set of measures 
indicated by the symbol o. 
(d) District Offices are responsible for collection of the 
material required to determine eligibility and 
allocations (Section 15 reports and updates or 
revisions, and current adopted budgets.) 
(e) District Offices shall process all invoices in 
accordance with the Invoice Processing Procedure, 350-
030-400. For operating costs, the format described in 
Attachment "C" of these procedures will serve as the 
necessary documentation for the invoice. Only if the 
invoice includes travel costs will additional 
documentation of incurred costs be required. If travel 
costs are included, documentation as outlined in 
Procedure No. 300-000-001, Travel, shall be submitted. 
Invoices for capital expenses shall be supported by 
documentation of capital expenses as outlined in the 
JPA. 
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(f) In the event the public transit provider cannot use its 
entire block grant allocation within the limits of the 
law, as provided in Subsection (1) (c) paragraph 1., the 
District Office shall deobligate the funds and notify 
the Central Office of the amount of excess funds. 
These funds will be redistributed statewide in 
accordance with the provisions of paragraph (c) 3 
above. 
(g) If an audit reveals that an eligible provider expended 
block grant funds on unauthorized uses, the provider 
must repay to the Department an amount equal to the 
funds expended for unauthorized uses occurring in the 
year of the allocation. The Department shall 
redistribute such repayments to other eligible 
providers in the subsequent allocation per the process 
described in paragraph (c) 3. 
(h) Upon project closure, the District Office shall have 
readily available, at a minimum: 
1. a copy of the Section 15 report for the year fund$ 
were allocated; 
2. the public transit provider's adopted budget. for 
the year funds were allocated; 
3. a copy of the relevant pages of the TIP for the 
year funds were allocated; 
4. all Joint Participation Agreements for block grant 
funds and any amendments for the year funds were 
allocated together with the letter from the 
recipient requesting funds; 
5. a copy of the performance report for the year 
funds were allocated with the affidavit of 
publication or an actual copy of the newspaper 
publication; 
6. a copy of the Transit Development Plan prepared in 
the year funds were allocated; 
7. documentation that procurements were approved as 
required by the JPA; 
8. a copy of each invoice presented for payment; 
9. documentation of the site visit performed by the 
District Office; and 
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10. the file may also contain additional 
correspondence and information considered by the 
District Office to be important to a comprehensive 
understanding of the project. 
{3) TRAINING 
No training is required by this procedure. 
{4) FORMS 
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There are no forms required for this procedure. A sample 
invoice format is provided as a guide. 
